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Message From
Secretary of Defense William S. Cohen

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Henry H. Shelton

For 78 days, from March to June 1999, the United States and its NATO allies
engaged in a major military operation to bring an end to Serbian atrocities in Kosovo. At
a turning point in NATO’s long and successful history, Operation Allied Force was an
overwhelming success. We forced Slobodan Milosevic to withdraw his forces from
Kosovo, degraded his ability to wage military operations, and rescued over one million
refugees. - We accomplished these goals through a cohesive alliance of democratic
nations whose military men and women conducted the most effective air operation in,
history.

From the onset of the operation, the United States and its NATO allies had three
primary interests: : .

Ensuring the stability of Eastern Europe. Serb aggression in Kosovo directly
threatened peace throughout the Balkans and thereby the stability of all of southeastern
Europe. There was no natural boundary to this violence, which .already had moved
through Slovenia and Croatia to Bosnia.

Thwarting ethnic cleansing. The Belgrade regime’s cruel repression in Kosovo,
driving thousands from their homes, created a humanitarian crisis of staggering
proportions. Milosevic’s campaign, which he dubbed “Operation Horseshoe”, would
have led to even more homelessness, starvation, and loss of life had his ruthlessness gone
unchecked.

Ensuring NATO’s credibility. - The Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the
Republic of Serbia signed agreements in October 1998 that were to be verified by the

Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe and monitored by NATO. In the .

period leading up to March 1999, Serbian forces increasingly and flagrantly violated
these agreements. Had NATO not responded to Milosevic’s. defiance and his campaign
of ethnic cleansing, its credibility would have been called into question. -

The attached report, which is forwarded in response to Congressional
requirements, provides considerable detail on both the diplomatic background to the
Kosovo conflict and to the military and humanitarian relief operations that followed. The
United States military forces that took part in this challenging effort performed superbly.
The men and women of our armed forces excelled in undertaking a military operation
that delivered a decisive response to Serbian aggression and was characterized by
extraordinary professionalism, innovation, and bravery. '
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The Kosovo conflict confirmed one of NATO’s enduring strengths: the
independence of each of NATO’s member nations defines the institution. The fact that
these separate nations sometimes disagreed in the course of the campaign (on some of the
tactics, but never on the core aims) is proof of the fundamental democratic spirit that
animates NATO, and that spirit will keep the Alliance strong in facing any future
challenge to the peace, stability, and freedom of the North Atlantic region.

The campaign over Kosovo was not a traditional military conflict. There was no
direct clash of massed military forces in Operation Allied Force. Throughout the
conflict, Milosevic was unable to counter effectively NATO’s military operations
(although the continuous threat to allied pilots posed by large numbers of surface-to-air
missiles and anti-aircraft artillery was formidable). Therefore, he chose to fight chiefly
through indirect means: use of terror tactics against Kosovar civilians; attempts to
exploit the premium the alliance placed on minimizing civilian casualties and collateral
damage; creation of enormous refugee flows to trigger a humanitarian crisis; and the
conduct of disinformation and propaganda campaigns. Militarily, Milosevic’s forces
dispersed themselves among civilian populations and exploited the small signature of
dispersed light infantry and police forces. They hid many of their better military
~ weapons and kept their surface-to-air missile defenses largely intact through hit-and-run-
tactics. NATO’s military effort prevailed in spite of these strategems, incurring very few
losses in the process. ‘

NATO’s success in Operation Allied Force was the result of nineteen nations
working together. While the United States provided the preponderance of the military
forces employed during the campaign, our NATO allies were crucial partners and
contributors throughout the operation. Our European allies aircraft that were committed
to the operation were roughly as large a part of their total inventory of aircraft as was the
case for the United States, and they flew a very substantial number of strike missions,
facing the same dangers as U.S. aircrews. In addition, European nations had substantial
ground forces deployed in Albania and Macedonia. European airbases were essential for
the effective prosecution of the air operation.  European facilities providing.
communications, intelligence, and logistics support similarly were necessary for the
campaign’s prosecution. Europeans provided the majority of the humanitarian relief
. supplies, particularly in adjacent countries such as Albania and the Former Yugoslav

Republic of Macedonia, which was critical in limiting the human cost to the many
- Kosovo refugees. Finally, it is the Europeans who are shouldering the major share of the
peacekeeping effort.

The Department of Defense is continuing to study the operations over Kosovo and
to refine its future plans and programs in light of the lessons learned in this conflict.
Necessarily, analysis of some of the complex operations and reconciliation of multiple
sources of information takes time. A series of major internal reviews already has taken
place, however, with significant and positive results. The Department has identified the
need for specific enhancements in its precision strike, electronic warfare, and
intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR) capabilities.
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Overall, the Department has funded more than $3.5 billion in enhancements to
address the lessons learned from the Kosovo operation. Of this amount, over $1.9 billion
was provided by the Congress in the FY 2000 supplemental. In addition, the Department
devoted considerable attention to the Kosovo lessons learned during the development of
the FY01-05 program, with the result that an additional $1.6 billion was added to the

program. -

" Precision Strike. Using the emergency supplemental funds provided by the
Congress, the Department’s current program incorporates $1.2 billion in fiscal year 2000
to procure additional precision munitions. This includes $431 million to convert 624
~ additional Tomahawk missiles to the latest land-attack configuration, $306 million to
procure approximately 11,000 additional Joint Direct Attack Munition (JDAM) kits, and
$178 million to convert 322 additional air-launched cruise missiles to a conventional
configuration. Other investments include substantial additional numbers of expanded
response standoff land attack missiles (SLAM-ER), high-speed anti-radiation missiles
(HARM), Maverick air-to-surface missiles, laser-guided bombs, and general-purpose
bombs. In addition to the $1.2 billion provided by the FYO00 supplemental, the
Department’s FY01-05 program includes an additional $234 million for various precision
strike investments, including a substantial investment ($158M) for targeting pods.

Electronic Warfare. A number of EA-6B upgrades were funded by $158 million
from the FY0O supplemental, along with the procurement of 7,600 additional ALE-50
towed decoys. The FY 01-05 budget and program invests an additional $389 million to
accelerate improvements to the EA-6B electronic warfare aircraft, to add another Navy
. expeditionary squadron (the fifth) to support joint missions and ease the deployment
strain on that important element of the force, and for the initiation of a jointly-conducted
Analysis of Alternatives to determine what capabilities will be required to replace the
EA-6B beginning in about 2010 to 2015. ‘

Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR). The supplemental provided
$37 million to replace and enhance UAVs, $111 million for additional EP-3 aircraft and
enhancements, and $30 million for other ISR-related investments. These investments
reflect, among other lessons, the fact that the operations in Kosovo saw an unprecedented -
use of unmanned aerial vehicles. Funding is being used to replace Predator UAV losses,
" to repair Hunter UAVs and maintenance facilities, and to add a laser designator capability
to Predator. The FY01-05 budget and program invests an additional $918 million for: a
new JSTARS aircraft (3260 million), accelerated acquisition and early deployment of the
Global Hawk program ($390 million), and additional EP-3 and other ISR enhancements.

Finally, and separate from the above, the Department’s FY01-05 program adds
$1.5 billion to address the need for increased investments in the tasking, production,
exploitation, and dissemination (TPED) of intelligence assets. Although plans to make
these enhancements were well under way prior to the Kosovo conflict, these investments
address many of the shortcomings in ISR integration that were identified in the Kosovo
lessons learned review. : :
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Additional details on the FY 2001 budget and the F Y01-05 program are provided
in the FYO01 budget submission. ' '

In addition to lessons that are reflected in budget changes, numerous operational
and other lessons have been developed. The Department has instituted a course of action
to ensure the lessons of this operation are not lost. Specifically, the Joint Staff 1s
reassessing and updating doctrine, training, joint professional military education, war
planning and Joint Vision 2010 in light of what was learned from Operation Allied Force.

_Additionally, the lessons from Kosovo will be integrated into the Joint Forces
Command's Joint experimentation process. Finally, the lessons from the operation will
be inducted into the Department's appropriate formal processes for tracking, remediation,
and dissemination of lessons learned. : -

Operation Allied Force proved that our military forces are unequaled in skill and
capability. Our challenge and our commitment are to ensure that we preserve the same
warfighting edge in the future. The President’s budget submission will describe in more
detail the forces and capabilities needed to accomplish this goal.

‘We can all take pride in our accomplishments in Operation Allied Force. They
were the direct result of the tremendous skill and dedication of our men and women in
uniform, the partnership that has been forged between the Administration and Congress,
the enduring strengths of our allied relationships, and the unflagging support of the
American people. ‘An abiding “lesson learned “ from this operation is that sustaining all
of these is critical for the future security of the nation. o
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| INTRODUCTION (U)

(U)  This report presents the results of the Départment of Defense'reviéw of the
conduct of Operation Allied Force and associated relief operations as required by
Congress. The first and most important lesson learned from Operation Allied Force is
_ that it was extraordinarily successful. Slobodan Milosevic’s ethnic cleansing of Kosovo
was reversed. Allied Force was the largest combat operation in NATO’s history and one
that achieved all of its military objectives. It forced Milosevic to withdraw his forces
from Kosovo, allowing nearly a million refugees to return home. Of equal note, Allied
Force was the most precise military operation ever conducted. No military operation of
" such size has ever inflicted less damage on unintended targets. And all of this was
accomplished without a single combat fatality to NATO forces — an incredible and
‘ unprecedented achievement for an operation of this scale. At the end of all our effort, .
Milosevic and his police and military forces were out of Kosovo, a NATO-led
peacekeeping force had deployed there, and the refugees were able to return. '

(U)  Our success was due in large part.tobthe outstanding performance of our men
and women in the air, in the field, and at sea; the high quality of their leadership, training
and education; and the unequaled quality of our equipment, material, and technology.
Nonetheless, it is important not only to study what went well, but what could have been
done better. | |

Operanonal Perspectlve (U)

(U) By their very nature, combat operations are 1ncred1bly demanding. In the
case of Operation Allied Force, these inherent difficulties were magnified by the complex
nature of the operation itself, a ruthless adversary, and less-than-ideal environmental
conditions. Combined operations are a difficult task in the best of circumstances; 'during
Allied Force U.S. military forces conducted combined air operations with 13 of our
- NATO allies. U.S. forces were deployed to over two dozen bases in the European region, '
while numerous locations in the United States, around the world, and in space provided

people or systems that contributed to the operation.
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(U)  Despite this complexity, we succeésfully integrated air, land, and sea
operations throughout the conflict. Some of our activities — notably, targeting, strike '
operations, and humanitarian assistance — were conducted from locations around the
globe. Within the Kosovo area of operations, NATO carried out combat strikes over the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the province of Kosovo using aircraft from 14 of its
member states, including the United States. In addition, NATO forces provided dcfenge
and logistics support for the alliance forces deployed in Italy, Albania, and the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia; conducted support operations in Bosnié—Herzegovina;
and carried out naval operations in the Adriatic Sea. The latter included, at one time,
aircraft carriers, submarines, and surface ships from four nations, all operating within the

same confined sea space.

(U)  Throughout Operation Allied Force, NATO maintained effective and
efficient control over an intricately layered airspace in what was perhaps the most
" complex and challenging environment in which U.S. combat aircraft have ever operated.
The scope of this complex air operation included thousands of combat sorties over hostile
territory laden with a formidable air defense network that continually engaged allied
pilots, military sorties in and out of theater, commercial and private flights, and
humanitarian relief flights. '

| (U)  Adverse weather greatly comp]icafed efforts to acquire and identify targets,
increased the risk to aircrews, and made it more difficult to restrict damage to only the
targets we intended to strike. -The rugged mountainous terrain also confounded NATO’s
| ability to find targets and posed hazards of its QWn. Despite these difficulties, NATO
conducted the most precise and lowest collateral damage air operation in history. We
were able to do so largely because of our commitment to developing precision munitions,
the platforms and systems to deliver them, and vigorously training forces under realistic

conditions.

Purpose of the Report (U)

(U)  While the Department of Defense is 'proud‘ of its success in Operation Allied
Force, we are also aware that we need to examine our performance with a critical eye and
learn from both what went well and what could have been done better. Over the last
several months, at the direction of the Secretary of Defense, the Department has
undertaken a detailed examination of our performance in the operation. In response to a

mid-June request for assessments of our performance during Operation Allied Force,
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hundreds of specific after-action assessments were provided by the Unified Commanders,
the Services, the Defense Agencies, the Joint Staff, and the Office of the Secretary of
 Defense. Based on these assessments and other information, we have identified key
lessons learned from this experience. We have also determined where the Department
needs to take immediate action to improve capabilities and where we can afford to wait
for existing plans to come to fruition. This report documents those lessons learned and
identifies the remedial actions that are necessary to improve U.S. capabilities even
further, or to correct our shortcomings. In addition, these lessons will be added to the
database maintained by the Joint Center for Lessons Learned so that they can be followed
up throughout the Department of Defense.

Organization of the Report (U)

(U) The main body of this report is divided into 10 chapters that describe the
conduct of Operation Allied Force, its associated humanitarian relief operations, and the
important lessons learned from those operations. This material is organized starting with
the events leadmg up to the conflict and then proceeds through the major activities
involved in plannmg and executing the operation, e.g., force deployment and basing,
force direction, intelligence and targeting support, force protectlon, target attack, and :
force sustainment. For each of these activities, the principal lessons learned and the
major observations associated with those lessons have been identified. In addition, the
observations are summarized in a separate section at the end of the report. Following this

are annexes that provide additional detail regarding topics of particular interest.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (U)

~

(U)  For 50 years, NATO has given caution to its foes and comfort to its friends.
As a watershed in NATO's long history, Operation Allied Force was an overwhelming
success. NATO accomplished its mission and achieved its strategic, operationa‘l, and
tactical goals in the face of an extremely complex set of challenges. It forced Milosevic
to withdraw from Kosovo, degraded his ability to wage military operations, and rescued
and allowed resettlement of nearly one million refugees. It put a peacekeeping force with
NATO at its core into place, and remains committed to a peaceful, multi-ethnic and
democratic Kosovo, enjoying substantial autonomy within the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia. 'NATO accomplished this by prosecuting the most precise and lowest-
collateral-damage air operation ever conducted — with no U.S. or allied combat fatalities
in 78 days of around-the-clock operations and over 38,000 combat sorties against very
active Yugoslav integrated air defenses. '

L) Despite extensive efforts to resolve the crisis in Kosovo short of military
action, NATO was eventually left with noother recourse but to use military force. In
reaching that decision, NATO recognized that the use of military force could not
immediatély stop Serbian attacks on Kosovar civilians. These attacks had been planned
in advance and were already in the process of being carried out when Operation Allied
Force began. At the outset of the air operation, NATO set specific strategic objectives
for its use of force in Kosovo. These objectives were to: (1) demonstrate the seriousness
of NATO’s opposition to Belgrade’s aggression in the Balkans, (2) deter Milosevic from
continuing and escalating his attacks on helpless civilians and create conditions to reverse
his ethnic cleansing, and (3) damage Serbia’s capacity to wage war against Kosovo in the
future or spread the war to neighbors by diminishing or degrading its ability to wage
military operations. These objectives would be accomplished by attacking strategic
targets throughout the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and fielded forces in Kosovo.

(U) In taking these actions, alliance forces demonstrated unrivaled military
prowess by executing the largest combat operation in NATO's history. A number of new
systems and capabilities were used for the first time in combat and performed in ways
that exceeded our expectations. We were also able to reassure and help neighboring
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countries come through the crisis intact, despite Milosevic's intent to destabilize the
region. In short, NATO demonstrated both the unwavering political cohesion and the
unmatched military capability that will be required to meet the security challenges of the
~ 2lst century. ’ '

Lessons Learned L) |

(U) In June 1999, the Secretary of Defense initiated actions to collect lessons
from Operation Allied Force. This report captures the most critical lessons and identifies
areas where more detailed assessments are needed to determine appropriate changes in
doctrine, training, organization, and technology. At the same time, it is essential that one
does not draw the wrong lessons from this unique conflict. The Department has studied
the Kosovo operation with an eye toward identifying concepts that have broad
applicability to many different situations. The most important of these lessons or related
observations are summarized in the paragraphs that follow; their implications are outlined
in more detail in the Summary of Major Observations that follows the main body of the -
report.

Men and Women in Service (U)

(U)  First and foremost, the success of Operation Allied Force was an
extraordihary demonstration of the competence, capability, determinaiion, perseverance,
and patriotism of the men and women who serve in America’s armed forces. Success
was made possible by thousands of airmen, Marines, sailors, and soldiers in the active
forces as we]l as in the Guard and Reserve, whose courage and dedication allowed them
to overcome the countless challenges they faced throughout this operation. Their-
accomplishments confirmed that quality people, combined with first-class technology and
equipment, is what gives America's armed forces the decisive edge. Our nation can be
extremely proud of our Service men and women and the spirit with which they carried
out their obligations, not only in waging the air operation but also in carrying out
humanitarian efforts during and after the conflict.

NATO Contributions (U)

(U)  Another key to success was the cohesion demonstrated by our NATO allies.

All 19 NATO members contributed steadfastly to the effort, -despite extraordinary

domestic pressures in a number of countries. It simply would not have been possible to
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carry out even the U.S. part of this operation without the NATO members contributing
their airspace, their infrastructure, their military bases, and their airfields — often at the
cost of considerable disruption to civilian activities. This alone was a tremendous

, achieveinent for the NATO alliance.

(8)} Our NATO allies also provided significant military capabilities. Twelve .
- other NATO nations deployed military aircraft to the operation in roughly the same

proportion to their overall inventories as did the United States. They also contributed

ground forces to help stabilize the countries neighboring Kosovo and to conduct

humamtanan relief operations. The NATO command structure allowed the Supreme

 Allied Commander to employ effectively those assets that the NATO members had

committed to the operatlon. NATO also demonstrated a capability to conduct sustained

and effective combined operations on a multinational basis.

Improving Allied Military Capabilities (U)

(U)  Although experience in Operation Allied Force confirmed that the United
States and our allies have made significant accomplishments working foget‘her, it also
" made clear that improvements are necessary. Our experience demonstrated the urgent
need to pursué‘ the Defense Capabilities Initiative, which the Secretary of Defense and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff introduced last year to address the shortcomings of
NATO. Among the most important of these are deficiencies in command-and-control
and information . systems, secure communications, precision strike: capablllty, air
operations support, and mobility systems. During Allied Force these shortcomings
combined to shift a disproportionate burden of responsibility for combat operations to the
United States and impeded our ability to operate more effectively with NATO allies. A

- more detailed assessment of allied military capabilities is contained in the Report on

NATO Defense Capabilities Initiative that will be submitted in accordance with Section
1039 of the FY 2000 Defense Authorization Act. '

(U)  Unless addressed, these disparities will limit NATO’s ability to operate as an
effective alliance over the long term. Accordingly, the successful implementation of the
Defense Capabilities Initiative is a top priority. 'On an encouraging note, NATO is
already concentrating on what needs to be done to improve precision-strike capabilities
~ and strategic lift, and to deploy secure communications that are fully interoperable with

U.S. equipment.
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Target-Approval Process (U)

(U) During the course of the campaign, NATO developed mechanisms for
delegating target approval authority to military commanders. For selected categories of
targets — for example, targets in downtown Belgrade, in Montenegro, or targets likely to

.involve high. collateral damage — NATO reserved approval for higher political
authorities. NATO leaders used this mechanism to ensure that member nations were
fully cognizant of particularly sensitive military operations, and, thereby, to help sustain
the unity of the alliance.

Bombing of the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade (U)

(U)  The bombing of the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade was entirely unintended.
It was the result of a failure in the process of identifying and validating proposed targets.

The headquarters of the Yugoslav Federal Directorate of Supply and Procurement
(FDSP) was a legitimate military target, but the technique used to locate it was severely
- flawed. None of the military or intelligence databases used to validate targets contained
the correct location of the Chinese Embassy. Nowhere in the target review process was a
mistake detected. - ' ‘ '

(U) Immediate corrective actions have been ifnplemented and organizations
primaﬁly responsible for these databases have been tasked to institutionalize long-term
corrective measures. Additionally, the Defense Intelligence Agency and the National
Imagery and Mapping Agency have established rapid response procedures for critical
database updates’ for “No Strike” targets. The Intelligence Community and other

government agencies will explicitly report whenever foreign embassies move or are built.
Relationship with Russia (U)

(U)  Operation Allied Force clearly tested Russian relations and, at least for a
brief period, complicated our ability to interact with Russian counterparts. In the end,
however, Russia worked with the alliance and provided considerable diplomatic
assistance in bringing the conflict to an end. Russian leaders eventually agreed with -
" NATO that all the Serb forces should leave Kosovo, that the refugees should return, and
"that some form of international peacekeeping force should be deployed. Today, NATO-
Russian collaboration is contributing directly to the success of the peacekeeping

_operation in Kosovo as well as that in Bosnia.
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Effect on Our Capability To Fight Two Major Theater Wars (U)

(U)  Concerns have been raised about how Operation Allied Force affected the
Department’s ability to carry out the most stressing requirement associated with its
defense strategy ? to fight and win two nearly simultaneous major theater wars. Had
one such war broken out while the United States was involved in Kosovo, the
Department is confident that the challenge could have been met, albeit at a higher level of
risk than would have been the case if U.S. forces had not been conducting operations in
Kosovo. The Department was cognizant of these risks at the time and made various
adjustments in our posture and plans to address those risks. Consistent with U.S. defense
strategy, if we had faced the threat of two major theater wars, we would have withdrawn
our forces from other activities, including Operation Allied Force, but we are confident
that we would have ultimately prevailed. '

Ground Operation (U)

>(U) In the early stages of NATO’s opérational planning for the Kosovo crisis,
NATO considered a wide range of contingency planning options, including use of both -
air and ground forces, to achieve the alliance’s objectives. In the period leading up to the
initiation of the air operation, there was not a consensus in the United States or the
" alliance to aggressively pursue planning for a ground force option in other than a
permissive environment. At that time, we were exhausting all diplomatic initiatives
while maintaining the credible threat of NATO air power. Following the failure to reach
a settlement with the Serbs at Rambouillet and Paris, U.S. and allied leaders decided that
execution of a phased air operation was the best option for achieving our goals.

Absence of Combat Fatalities (U)

(U)  Operation Allied Force was conducted without a single allieqrcombat fatality.
However, this outcome, as gratifying as it now is, is not what was expected when the
operation began. The likelihood of casualties in high-intensity combat operations is very
significant. Among the gravest decisions senior civilian and military leaders face is to
accomplish fully the military objectives set. forth, while maintaining acc‘eptable risk to
personnel. In this instance, a combination of skill, technology, training, and tactics
enabled U.S. and NATO forces to incur no combat fatalities, despite great risk to our
personnel, particularly withering fire from Serb air defenses. This achievement cannot be
expected in every future conflict.

Xxi

. UNCLASSIFIED



UNCLASSIFIED

Command, Control, Communications, and Computers (U)

(U) The command, control, communications, and computers (C4) systems

~ provided for Operation Allied Force were uniprecedented in terms of capacity and variety
. of services. The available bandwidth was nearly double that used during the Gulf War,

an operation with far more forces committed. This achievement was made possible by
the communications infrastructure in Europe, both military and civilian, which are among
the most robust and flexible available to the United States in any theater of operations. In
addition, extraordinary efforts were made to bring additional C4 capabilities into the
theater, even though this impacted other U.S. military commitments worldwide.

(U) The widespread use of video teleconferencing and other advanced
technologies for command and control and collaborative planning presented numerous
limitations and challenges. In order to optimize the application of these systems and
accustom operational commanders to their effects, appropriate doctrine, tactics,
techniques, and procedures must be developed. In addition, these technologies should be
included regularly in future ]afge-scale joint and combined training exercises.

Intelligence, S_urveillance, and Reconnaissance (U)

(U)  For the United States, Operation Allied Force provided a real-world test of
information superiority concepts outlined in Joint Vision 2010. Over the course of
Operation Allied Force, U.S. intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance capabilities
provided unprecedented levels of information to NATO warfighters. The supporting
intelligence architecture included a worldwide network of processing centers and high-
speed data communications, all operating in direct support of combat operations in
Kosovo. Despite NATO’s success, it is evident that further integration of worldwide
collection of intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance systems is needed to provide
warfighters with a more coherent picture of the battlespace and more accurate and timely

targeting support.

(U)  Among the capabilities that require particular attention are unmanned aerial
vehicle (UAV) systems, which were used extensively in combat for the first time. UAVs.
contributed greatly to NATO’s success by increasing the information available for strike

and other operations. In addition, better sensors along with improved processing and

~ dissemination capabilities are needed to provide a capability to counter any future

adversary.
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Preferred Munitions (U)

(U)  Operation Allied Force involved what was undoubtedly the most precise air
and missile combat operation in history. In large part, this was made possible through the
successful development and deployment of weapons such as the Tomahawk Land Attack
Missile (TLAM) missile and the Joint Direct Attack Munition (JDAM), both of which
use Global Positioning System (GPS) information for guidance. The desire to avoid
collateral damage and the Balkan region’s frequently adverse weather resulted in the use
of large numbers of these preferred munitions. - As a consequence, we now need to
accelerate replenishment of our preferred munition stockpiles — a process that has been
helped considerably by the appropriation of funds in the Fiscal Year 1999 Defense
Supp]emental. In addition, the Department is looking at ways to expand the number of
platforms that employ precision munitions, given their effectiveness against fixed targets
during Operation Allied Force. '

(U) The Department is also examining whether we have the right mix of
munitions and if they are stored where we are likely to need them the most. The success
of these munitions in Operation Allied Force strongly suggests that they will be
employed at very high rates in future conflicts. In addition, while it is clear that our
weapons systems were highly accurate and highly effective, it is apparent that we need to
improve our capability to conduct precision engagement, especially against mobile
targets that are easy to hide. Also, the potential vulnerability of these systems to
jamming is a critical issue that must continue to be addressed.

Air Defense Suppression (U)

) Key'among the factors that made Operation Allied Force difficult for NATO
forces was the Serbian integrated air defense system. The command‘ centers, radars, and
_ missile launchers that make up this system were very high priority targets from the
beginning of the war. Despite thié, the Serbs used their system to launch a large number
of surface-to-air missiles and anti-aircraft artillery at allied pilots. In fact, the average
aircrew participating in Operation Allied Force experienced a missile-launch rate three
times that encountered by the average Coalition aircrew during Desert Storm.

{8)] Nonetheless, NATO was able to. mitigate the threat. In over 38,000 sorties,
only two aircraft were lost to hostile fire — a testament to NATO’s skillful conduct of the
operation. To achieve this result, however, NATO had to devote considerable resources
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to suppressing the enemy's air defenses. Rather than expend sorties attempting to find
and attack the large numbers of man-portable missile and anti-aircraft artillery threats,
'NATO commanders chose to operate most aircraft at altitudes beyond the effective reach
of these systems. Electronic warfare and air-defense suppression aircraft (such as the
EA-6B and the F-16CJ) supported nearly all strike aircraft on their missions. ~Our
experience in Operation Allied Force thus re-emphasized the importance of having a

comprehensive air-defense suppression strategy. Accordingly, the Department will \
conduct a detailed and thorough study of joint air-defense suppression capabilities in the
Airborne Electronic Attack Analysis of Altématives. In addition, it is clear fhat all
members of the alliance need to develop appropriate air defense suppression capabilities.

Logistiés and Deployment (U)

(U)  As is the case in every military operation, logistics proved critical in Allied
Force. Working with limited infrastructure and the competing demands of combat and
humanitarian operations, logisticians made the extremely difficult seem routine. This
was helped, in part, by the addition of the C-17 to the strategic airlift fleet. The C-17’s
high reliability and basing versatility clearly enhanced our ability to deploy forces to, and
within, the European theater. Although the overall deploymeht process was successful, -
arrival of some forces was delayed owing to changes in operational plans and needed
adjustments to standard practices. These problems highlight the need for progress-on
several initiatives aimed at making time-phased force deployment data more relevant and
more usable. Another factor in our success was an improved capability to track supplies
and equipment from the warehouse to the warfighter. While much has been done in this

area, there is still room for improvement.
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1.  GEOPOLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS (U)

.(U) As a result of the end of the Cold War, NATO has shifted its focus away
from deterring and if necessary responding to Soviet and Warsaw Pact aggression toward
crisis management operations beyond NATO members’ territory. These types of
operations cut across the spectrum of military conflict to include such activities as
humanitarian assistance and peace enforcement operations. This shift of focus is not
without challenges, particularly due to many NATO nations’ requirements for more
deployable forces in the context of constrained defense budgets.

(U)  Inaddition, the rise of Slobodan Milosevic to power coincided w1th a pattern
* of increased instability in the Balkan region. For the former Yugoslavia and the Balkans
as a whole, the decade of the 1990s was marked by the rise of nationalism and a series of
increasingly violent armed confrontations. Between 1992 and 1995, Milosevic instigated
wars in Slovenia, Croatia, and Bosnia. - During this period, we witnessed increased
involvement in the area by many NATO nations and then eventually NATO itself, a
reflection of our concern that failure to take action could lead to widespread regional
instability. In the case of the Bosnian conflict, for example, NATO took several
important actions. NATO air strikes ultimately contributed to a general cease-fire in
Bosnia-Herzegovina and set the stage for the Dayton Peace Accords of November 1995.
NATO then sponsored a peacekeeping mission to Bosnia, in support of the Dayton
- accords, which remains in place today. '

A. Prelude to Conflict (U)

1. Background on the Conflict (U)

(U)  The potential dangers of the situation in Kosovo had been recognized for
more than a decade. In concert with his rise to power in the late 1980s, Milosevic took
away Kosovo’s autonomy and implemented severely repressive policies that excluded
Kosovar Albanians from virtually all positions of responsibility, even though ethnic
Albanians made up 90 percent of Kosovo’s population. In‘ December 1992, President
George Bush warned Milosevic that “the United States will respond in the event of Serb-
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incited violence in Kosovo.” In-1998, Serbia’s discrimination turned into systematic
 violence against the Kosovar Albanians, precipitating the crisis that compelled the
international community and NATO to act on the diplomatic and military fronts. . In
October 1998, under pressure of impending NATO military action, Milosevic agreed to
sharply reduce his forces in Kosovo, refrain from repression, and begin negotiations
towards an autonomous regime for the province. The agreements allowed for the
deployment into Kosovo of unarmed international observers from the Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe '(OSCE Kosovo Verification Mission) and a NATO

air verification mission.

(U)  Despite initial Serb compliance with the agreements, the violence in Kosovo
quickly resumed. Evidence of a deliberate decision by Milosevic to ethnicaily cleanse
Kosovar Albanians from Kosovo is now clear. Notably, the massacre of 45 ethnic
Albanians by Serb forces at Racak on 15 January 1999 served to once again galvanize the
international community, and led to a renewed emphasis for all sides to exercise restraint
and engage in a negotiating process. Contact Group Ministers, meeting in London on 29
January, called on both sides to end the cycle of violence and to commit themselves to a
process of negotiation leading to a political settlement. On 30 January, NATO issued a

statement by the North Atlantic Council (NAC) giving full support to the Contact Group
| Strategy. The NAC further agreed to give NATO Secretary General Solana authority to
authorize air strikes against targets on the territory of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.

(U)  Following prolonged peace settlement talks at Rambouillet and thereafter in
Paris, the Kosovar Albanians signed a proposed agreement, in which all citizens of
Kosovo would enjoy, without discrimination, equal rights and freedoms. The agreement
outlined requirements for a cessation of hostilities and the redeployment, partial
withdrawal, and demiliAtarizatibn of all forces in Kosovo. The agreement also set forth
guidelines for civil implementation of a settlement, including democratic self-
government, proposed civil structures, police and civil public security, elections, and
humanitarian assistance and economic reconstruction. Belgrade, however, refused to

agree. The negotiations ultimately failed because of Milosevic’s intransigence.

(U) Even while blocking international diplomatic efforts, Milosevic was
finalizing a barbaric plan for expelling or forcing the total submission of the Kosovar
Albanian community. On 19 March, the day the peace talks were officially suspended in
Paris, the OSCE Kosovo Verification Mission — whose operations had been increasingly
obstructed by Belgrade authorities — withdrew from Kosovo. Just one day later, Serb

2

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

forces launched a major offensive and began driving thousands of ethnic Albanians out of
their homes and villages, summarily executing some while displacing many others and
setting fire to many houses. Dubbed “Operation Horseshoe,” this ethnic-cleansing
campaign was comprehensively planned months in advance by Milosevic.

(U)  With this as backdrop, on 21 March, the international community initiated
one last diplomatic effort. U.S. Ambassador Richard Holbrooke was dispatched to
Belgradé to deliver a final warning to Milosevic. On 22 March, in response to Belgrade’s
continued intransigenée and repression, and ip view of the evolution of the situation on
the ground in Kosovo, the North Atlantic Council authorized Secretary General Solana to
decide, subject to further consultations with the allies, on a broader range of air
 operations, if necessary. Ambassador Holbrooke departed Belgrade on 23 March, having
received no concessions of any kind-from Milosevic. Secretary General Solana
thereupon directed General Wesley Clark, Supreme Allied Commander Europe
(SACEUR), to initiate air operations in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. On 24
March, the United States and its NATO allies turned from a path of diplomacy backed by
the threat of force to a military campaign supported by diplomacy. This military
campaign was known as Operation Allied Force. (A more complete description and
chronology of events leading up to the start of Operation Allied Force is contained in:
Annex A.) ‘

2. Interests at Stake (U)

(U) . The United States and its NATO allies had three strong interests at stake

during the Kosovo crisis.

(U)  First, Serb aggression in Kosovo directly threatened peace throughout the
Balkans and the stability: of southeastern Europe. There was no natural boundary to this
violence, which previously had moved from Slovenia to Croatia to Bosnia and then to
Kosovo. Continued fighting in Kosovo threatened to: (a) undermine the successful
" Dayton peace process in Bosnia; (b) re-ignite chaos in Albania; (c) destabilize the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, with its large Albanian minority; and (d) spill over into
other neighboring countries, including Bulgaria and Greece. Instability in this region had
the potential to exacerbate rivalries between Greece and Turkey, two NATO allies with
significant and often distinct interests in Southern Europe.

(U)  Second, Belgrade’s repression in Kosovo created a humanitarian crisis of .
staggering proportions. Dubbed “Operation Horseshoe,” this ethnic cleansing campaign
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was comprehensively planned months in advance by Milosevic as a brutal means to end
the crisis on his terms by expelling and killing ethnic Albanians, overtaxing bordering
nations’ infrastructures, and fracturing the NATO alliance. NATO and other members of
the international community responded to this crisis, preventing starvation and ensuring,

ultimately, that the Kosovars could return safely to their homes.

(U)  Third, Milosevic’s conduct leading up to Operation'Allied Force directly
challenged the credibility of NATO, an alliance that has formed the bedrock of
transatlantic security for 50 years. The Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and the Republic
of Serbia signed agreements in October 1998 that were to be verified by the Organization
for Security and Cooperation in Europe and monitored by NATO. In the period leading
up to March 1999, the Federal Republic of Yugoslévia incréasingly and flagrantly
violated these agreements. Had NATO not eventually responded to these violations and
other acts of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, its credibility, as well as the credibility
_of the United States, would have been called into question.

(U) Balancing NATO’s response to the Kosovo conflict with the desire to
maintain a positive and cooperative relationship with Russia, which strongly opposed
NATO military actions against Yugoslavia, was essential. Given the importance of
maintaining a constructive relationship with Moscow, both the United States and NATO
had to consider carefully how actions in the Balkans would affect their long-term
relationship with Russia. Ultimately, we were able to work constructively with Russia.
Moscow’s diplomatic assistance helped bring the conflict to an end, and Russia
contributes forces to the Kosovo Force (KFOR).

3. Reaffirming the Alliance (U)

(U) - The North Atlantic Treaty Organization proved to be flexible, effective, and
ultimately successful during a uniquely challenging time in its history. Despite domestic
pressures in many NATO nations, an enormous humanitarian crisis, and isolated
instances of target misidentification with incidental injury or collateral damage, the
nations of the alliance held firm and unified and saw the operation through to a successful
conclusion. In short, NATO accomplished its mission and achieved its gdals: NATO
stopped'the killing; forced Milosevic’s forces out of Kosovo; made it possible for the
refugees to return, put a peacekeeping force with NATO at its core into place; and
remains committed to a peaceful, multi-ethnic and democratic Kosovo, enjoying
"substantial autonomy within the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, where all people can
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live in peace and security and enjoy universal human rights and freedoms on an equal

basis.

(U) It was no surprise that conducting a military campaign in the alliance was
challenging (discussed in more detail in Chapter II). Nevertheless, Operation Allied
Force could not have been conducted without the NATO alliance and: without the
infrastructure, transit and basing access, host-nation force contributions, and most
importantly, political and diplomatic support provided by the allies and other members of
the coalition. These immense contributions from our allies and partners — particularly
those nations near the theaier of conflict such as the Former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia, Hungary, Bulgaria, Romania, Albania and others — were in large part a
dividend of sustained U.S. and NATO engagement with those nations over the last few
years. This engagement — including vigorous participation in Partnership for Peace
activities — helped to stabilize institutions in these nations so they were ‘better able to
withstand the tremendous burden inflicted upon them by the humanitarian crisis and the
conduct of the operation itself. The whole alliance owes a particular debt of gratitude to
Italy, without whose commitment the operation would have been greatly jeopardized.

(U) Admittedly, gaining consensus among 19 democratic nations is not easy and
can only be achieved through discussion and compromise. However, the NATO alliance
is also our greatest strength. It is true that there were differences of opinion within the
alliance. This is to be expected in an alliance of democracies, and building consensus
generally leads to sounder decisions. If NATO as an institution had not responded to this
crisis, it would have meant that the world’s most powerful alliance was unwilling to act

when confronted with serious threats to common interests on its own doorstep.

(U) It is important to remember that the alliance had been addressing this crisis
— through diplomatic activities and military planning — for some time before the onset
of the military campaign itself. Because NATO had been engaged in trying to resolve
this conflict before the operation commenced, because it had conducted planning for the
operation itself, because of its member nations’ respect for differences of opinion and the
need for consensus, and simply because the alliance is the most effective means there is
for addressing European security problems — as it demonstrated through perseverance
and unwavering solidarity — it was both natural and inevitable that we would work
through NATO. Without the direct support of our NATO allies and key coalition
partners, the campaign would not have been possible. There are, of course, useful lessons

to be leammed for' NATO decision-making processes during crises and for alliance
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capabilities, which we will discuss, but this must not obscure the fact that NATO stood
up to the challenge facing it, and succeeded.

B. The Campaigh Over Kosovo (U)

1.  ~An Asymmetric Conflict (U)

(U)  The campaign over Kosovo was not a traditional military conflict. There was
no direct clash of massed military ground forces in Operation Allied Force. Milosevic
was unable to challenge superior allied militafy capabilities directly. His fielded forces
were compelled to hide throughout most of the campalgn, staying in caves and tunnels
and under the cover of forest, village, or weather. He was forced to husband his
antiaircraft missile defenses to sustain his challenge to our air campaign. Therefore, he
chose to fight chiefly through asymmetric means: terror tactics and repression directed
against Kosovar civilians; attempts to exploit the premium the alliance placed on
minimizing civilian casualties and collateral damage; creation of enormous refugee flows
to create a humanitarian crisis, including in neighboring countries; and the conduct of
disinformation and propaganda campaigns.

) These.tac,tics created several serioﬁs challenges for our forces, all of which’
we were able to overcome thanks to excellent training, leadership, equipment and
motivation. Nevertheless, these challenges underscored the continued need to develop
new operational concepts and capabllmes to anticipate and counter similar asymmetric -
challenges in the future. Simply put, adversaries will use unconventional approaches to

circumvent or undermine U.S. and allied strengths and exp]oxt vulnerabilities.

(V) Milosevic illustrated very clearly his propensity for pursuing asymmetnc
approaches. He chose his tactics in the hope of exploiting the NATO nations’ legitimate
political concerns about target selection, collateral damage, and conducting military
operations against enemy forces that are intentionally mtenmngled with civilian refugees.
In the case of refugee flow, the time-scale was so rapid and the numbers so great that it
initially overwhelmed the neighboring countries, particularly the Former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) and Albania. The humanitarian crisis created by
Milosevic appeared to be an attempt to end NATO’s operation by “cleansing” Kosovo of
ethnic Albanians, overtaxing bordering nations’ infrastfuctures, and fracturing alliance
cohesion. He failed, despite all these efforts, principally because NATO adapted to the
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(U)  In sum, all these factors — diplomatic and economic leveragé combined with
superior military force — played important roles in the settlement of the crisis.

D. Implications for U.S. Defense Strategy (U)

(U) In considering the implications of Operation Allied Force for U.S. defense
strategy, two important questions arise: what would be the impact of Operation Allied
Force on our ability to execute a single major theater war (MTW), and did the
participation of U.S. forces jeopardize our ability to execute the most demanding
requirement of the defense strategy, namely the ability to fight and win two nearly

simultaneous major theater wars?

(U)  If the threat of major theater war had developed in another theater duirng
Operation Allied Force, the United States would have taken all actions necessary to
prevail. Our first course of action would have been to take additional steps to enhance
our deterrent posture in the likely theater of conflict, as was the case during Allied Force.
Had deterrence failed, we would have deployed those forces that would be required to
halt the initia] attack and then build our combat strength to conduct counteroffensive

operations.

(U)  Without question, a situation in which the United States would have to
prosecute two major theater wars nearly simultaneously would be extraordinarily
demanding — well beyond that required for Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm
in 1990 and 1991. It would involve our complete commitment as a nation and would
entail all elements of our total force. The Department recognizes that, if confronted with
two major theater wars, we would need to withdraw U.S. forces from ongoing peacetime
activities and smaller-scale contingency operations — including, in this instance, from
Operation Allied Force — to prepare them for war. Consistent with our defense strategy,
U.S. forces could not have continued the intense campaign in Kosovo and, at the same

time, conducted two nearly simultaneous major theater wars.

(U)  Ultimately, if the decision was made to disengage from Kosovo in order to
mount two major theater wars in defense of vital interests in other theaters, we would
have been able to do so, albeit at higher levels of risk than would have been the case if -
U.S. forces had not been conducting operations in Kosovo. We were cognizant of these
risks at the time and made various adjustments in our posture and plans to address those
risks. Operation Allied Force heightened awareness to the fact that managing these risks

is a highly complicated endeavor that would benefit from a more structured and dynamic
' 12 ‘
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set of tools for assessing our ability to conduct major wars when we respond to

contingencies.

13

UNCLASSIFIED




oo

UNCLASSIFIED

(This page is intentionally blank.) '

14

UNCLASSIFIED



UNGLASSIFIED

II. ALLIANCE AND COALITION WARFARE (U)

(U)  Operation Allied Force taught us much about how we function both as a
government and as a member of an alliance when engaged in a major military operation.

A. Interagency }Planning 18))

(U)  Before and during Operation Allied Force, the National Security Council
(NSC) oversaw a series of interagency planning efforts on Kosovo. These planning
efforts were directed by'the National Security Council’s Deputies Committee and
monitored by an interagency Kosovo Executive Committee. The first political-military
plan on Kosovo, completed in the fall of 1998, focused. on using the threat of NATO air
strikes to achieve a political-military settlement. After this threat of force convinced .
Milosevic to garrison most Serb forces in October 1998, interagency planning efforts
~ focused on deploying the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe’s
(OSCE's) Kosovo Verification Mission, facilitating humanitarian assistance, and’
responding to possible Serbian noncompliance.

(U)  Asitwas executed, the interagency planning process helped to mobilize and
coordinate the activities of different agencies, identify issues for consideration by
National Security Council Deputies, provide planning support for international
organizations (e.g., OSCE and United Nations), and develop benchmarks for measuring
progress. - This political-military planning played an important role in ensuring that the
United States achieved the objectives set forth by the NCA. At the same time, it is now
_possible to identify an important area for improvement. |

(8)) Plahning focused on air strikes and diplomacy as the primar}; tools to achieve
U.S. and NATO objectives. As it became clear that Milosevic intended to outlast the
alliance, more attention was paid to other ways of bringing pressure to bear, including
~ economic sanctions and information operations. While ultimately these instruments were
put to use with good effect, more advance planning might have made them more effective
at an earlier date. Our experience .in Operation Allied Force has shown that Presidential
Decision Directive 56 (PDD-56), Managing Complex Contingency Operations, had not
yet been fully institutionalized throughout the interagency. As a result of this experience,
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the interagency has applied the lessons learned to further institutionalizing PDD-56. The
routine participation of senior officials in rehearsals, gaming, exercises, and simulations
would strengthen awareness of the broad range of available policy tools.

B. NATO?’s Political-Military Process (U)

(8)] Ahy discussion of the NATO and U.S. decision-making processes must begin
with the simple fact that the process worked, and NATO achieved its stated objectives.
NATO’s success was the direct result of 19 nations working together. While the United
States provided the preponderance of the military forces employed during the operation,
its NATO allies were crucial partners and contributors throughout. The notion that the
‘United States could have carried out this operation unilaterally is simply not true. NATO
allies provided personnel, planes, ships, submarines, logistics, infrastructure, over-flight
permission, and political and diplomatic support throughout the operation.

1. Command-and-Control Structure (U)

(U)  This section describes the U.S. and NATO command structure during
Operation Allied Fofce, beginning with the evolution of the overall command-and-
control structure from separate U.S. and NATO chains to an integrated NATO structure.
Chapter 1V of the report describes the application of this command-and-control structure
to the process of directing combat operations.

(U)  As the crisis evolved, the North Atlantic Council (NAC) granted Secretary
. General Javier Solana the authority, subject to close consultation with the NAC, to
launch, suspend, or terminate air strikes and to determine their scope, scale, and

application essential for the timely and flexible political control of air operations.

(U)  Within NATO’s military structure, the Secretary General depends on
NATO’s Military Committee to perform the crucial role of prbviding necessary strategic
military guidance to the military commanders as well as oversight of the conduct of
operations. Additionally, NATO’s Military Committee and International Military Staff
play essential roles in ensuring the timely flow of military advice to the North Atlantic
Council and Secretary General, as well as to the military commanders executing the
operation. In this way, the Secretary General receives the military advice needed to
execute his responsibilities and is assured of the proper oversight and coordination of
military activities under his direction.
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U F igﬁre 1 shows the U.S. and NATO command structures prior to the creation
by the United States of Joint Task Force Flexible Anvil and Joint Task Force Sky Anvil
in August 1998. This was the typical peacetime arrangement, with independent U.S. and
NATO operational structures. The U.S. Commander in Chief, Europe (USCINCEUR),
operating under the National Command Authorities (NCA), had operational control
(OPCON) of his service components, U.S. Air Forces in Europe (USAFE) and U.S.

A Naval Forces, Europe (USNAVEUR). (U.S. Army Forces, Europe was not engaged in
- operations at the time and is not shown.) The Commander, USAFE (COMUSAFE)
exercised operational control of both 16th Air Force and the B-52s based in theater along
with their conventional air-launched cruise mlssﬂes (CALCMs). Commander Sixth F leet
(COMSIXTHFLT), acting as Commander Allied Naval Forces (COMNAVFOR), had
operational control of naval assets in theater and directed strike planning and execution
for Tomahawk Land Attack Missiles (TLAMs). Commander Task Force 60 (CTF 60),
forward deployed and under the operational control. of COMSIXTHFLT, was the
commander of all naval forces at sea in the Mediterranean. CTF 60, also acting as Battle
Force Sixth Fleet, had operational control of the Theodore Roosevelt Battle Group when
it arrived in theater on 4 April 1999.

(U)‘_ In the NATO command structure, the Supreme Ailied Commander, EufOpe,
(SACEUR) reported to the North Atlantic Council (NAC) and had operational control of
the NATO regional commanders, including the Commander in Chief, Allied Forces,
Southern Europe (CINCSOUTH). The Commander, Allied Command Europe (ACE) |
Rapid Reaction Corps (COMARRC) was separated from the Commander in Chief, Allied
Forces, Southern Europe, and not engaged in operations in the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia. The Commander in Chief, Allied Forces, Southern Europe, headquartered in
Naples, Italy, exercised operational control over Allied Naval Forces, Southern Europe
(NAVSOUTH), Allied Strike Forces, Southern Europe (STRKFORSOUTH) and Allied
Air Forces, Southern Europe (AIRSOUTH). ' The Commander Allied Air Forces,
Southern Europe, was also the Combined Force Air Component Commander (CFACC),
- and thus controlled the Combined Air Operations Center (CAOC) and all the air forces in
the NATO southern region. Under this arrangement, 16th Air Force and carrier wing
aircraft remained under operatlonal control of the Commander Allied Air Force Forces,
and the Commander, Sixth Fleet, respectively, but were under tactical control of the
CAOC during missions. |
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‘ Figure1 Command Structure Prior to August 1998 (U)
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(U)  Figure 2 shows the command-and-control structure during the period that
Joint Task Force Flexible Anvil and Joint Task Force Sky Anvil were activated, between
August and December 1998. |

(U)  Under the new arrangement, the Commander in Chiéf, U.S. Air Forces in
Europe, and the Commander in Chief, U.S. Naval Forces, Eur'opc,'were removed from
the chain of operational control, and the Commanders, 16th Air Force and Sixth Fleet
became joint task force commanders reporting directly to the U.S. Commander in Chief,
Europe. The principal role of Joint Task Force Flexible Anvil was to execute a limited
strike option using Tomahawk Land Attack Missiles, and that of Joint Task Force Sky
Anvil was to execute a more extensive strike option if a limited strike did not achieve the
desired end state. Targets were apportioned by matching target type to optimal weapon

characteristics. The U.S. and NATO chains of command were still separated, and no

“other changes were made to the command and control structure.
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Figure 2 Command Structure, August-December 1998 (U)

the period Januéry-]u]y 1999. A new joint task force, Noble Anvil, subsumed Joint Task
Force Flexible Anvil and Joint Task Force Sky Anvil, and through an evolutionary
process, U.S. and NATO organizations and command-and-control structures became

linked.
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Figure 3 Command Structure, January-July 1999 (U)
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(U)  Joint Task Force Noble Anvil, commanded by Admiral Ellis, established an
intermediate command level between the U.S. Commander in Chief, Europe, on the one |
hand, and the Commander, Sixth Fleet and Allied Air Forces, Southern Europe, on the
other. The United States also established a Joint Special Operations Task Force (JSOTF)
and a Joint Psychological Operations Task Force (JPOTF). Lieutenant General Short, the
Commander, Allied Air Forces, Southern Europe, who was also the Combined Force Air
Component Commander, now became the U.S. Joint Force Air Component Commander
'(JFACC) as well. Similarly, Vice Admiral Murphy, already the Commander, Sixth Fleet,
as well as Commander, Allied Strike Forces, Southern Europe, was also the U.S. Joint
Force Maritime Component Commander (JEMCC). British Lieutenant General Jackson,
the Commander, Allied Command Europe Rapid Reaction Corps, was subordinated to
ADM Ellis, Commander, Allied Forces Southern Europe.

) As previously discussed, NATO's political-military comrhand structure
played an important role in the planning and execution of the operation. NATO’s
command structure worked well, but parallel U.S. and NATO command-and-control
structures complicated operational planning and unity of command. These structures are
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well defined, but had not been used previously to plan and conduct sustained combat
operations. Despite the overall success of NATO’s processes, we will work with our

allies to:

e Enhance NATO's contingency planning process for operations outside the
NATO area ‘

e Develop an overarching command-and-control policy and agree on procedures
for the policy's implementation

e Enhance procedures and conduct exercises strengthening NATO's political-
military interfaces. C

2. Operational Planning and Targeting Process (U)

(U)  Beginning in May 1998, intemal NATO plahning explored a wide range of
military options, including the use of both air and ground forces to achieve NATO
objectives. Target planning followed specific guidance provided by SACEUR and the
North Atlantic Council, and continued to evolve with the dynamics of the situation in

Kosovo.

a. ' Initial Planning (U)

(U)  On September 24, 1998, NATO Defense Ministers, meeting at Villamoura,
Portugal, approved issuance of Activation Warnings for two different types of air
operations. The first, a five-phased air operation, envisioned an air attack beginning with
deployment of air assets and the suppression of enemy air defenses and moving through
phases to ultimately eliminate major elements of Yugoslavian military and security force
capability. The second option was known as the Limited Air Response and was designed
to be a short notice, limited air response to a serious, but limited incident in Kosovo, with .
the .aim of preventing a further deterioration of the situation. The Limited Air Response
was eventually integrated into Phase 1 of the air campaign. As early as May 1998, well
in advance of the activation wamnings, planning staffs at all levels had initiated work to
identify the classes, types, and specific characteristics of targets that would need to be
attacked to meet the specific goals of these two alternatives.

b. New Options (U)

(U) -As the situation in Kosovo evolved, the North Atlantic Council first issued
activation requests and then activation orders for both of these air options while backing

diplomatic means to resolve the situation. While NATO worked toward a decision on
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issuing an activation order, the United States dispatched Ambassador Holbrooke ‘to
Belgrade on 5 October 1998 to press for full Federal Republic of Yugoslavia compliance
with United Nations Security Council Resolution 1199. Following 7 days of talks,
Ambassador Holbrooke reported to NATO that ‘Milosevic was prepared to accept a
2,000-man OSCE ground-verification presence and a NATO air surveillance mission to
monitor Yugoslav compliance with the resolution. On 25 October, General Clark-and
NATO Military Committee Chairman General Naumann reached a comprehensive
agreement with the Serbian leaders for specific withdrawals of Yugoslav army and
interior forces from Kosovo. Yugoslav compliance with these requirements resulted in a
NAC decision to suspend execution of the Limited Air Response and Phased Air
Operations on 27 October 1998. However, the NAC did not cancel the activation drdcrs;
both would remain in place but would require a positive NAC decision for execution.
The two options continued to operate as the basis for target development and update over

 the next several months.

(U)  Despite initial Serb compliance with the agreements, the fragile cease-fire in
Kosovo was punctuated by a number of significant incidents in late 1998 and early 1999.
" The massacre of 45 ethnic Albanians by.Serb forces at Racak served to once again
galvanize the international community, and led to a renewed emphasis for all sides to
exercise restraint and engage in a negotiating process that would lead to a political
settlement. Contact Group Ministers met in London on 29 January 1999 to consider the
critical situation in Kosovo. The Ministers called on both sides to end the cycle of
violence and to commit themselves to a process of negotiation leading to a political
settlement. In the proposed agreement, all citizens of Kosovo would enjoy, without
discrimination, equal rights and freedoms. The agreement outlined requirements for
cessation of hostilities and the redeployment, partial withdrawal, and demilitarization of
all forces in Kosovo, and set forth guidelines for civil implementation of a settlement,
including democratic self-government, proposed civil structures, police and civil public
security, elections, and humanitarian assistance and economic construction. To that end,
the Contact Group agreed to summon representatives from the Federal Yugoslav and
Serbian governments and representatives of the Kosovar Albanians to Rambouillet, -
France, by 6 February to begin discussions with the direct involvement of the Contact
Group. |

(U)- On 30 January 1999, NATO issued a statement by the North Atlantic
‘Council, giving full support to the Contact Group strategy. The NAC further agreed to
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give NATO Secretary General Solana authority to authorize air strikes against targets

within the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. At that point, however, the primary focus

remained on the pending peace settlement talks in Rambouillet. While neither side had

signed the agreement after more than 2 weeks of intensive international efforts, it was
recognized that enough progress was made to justify reconvening in Paris several weeks

later to continue working toward a political solution. Following the second round of |
negotiations at the Kleber Center in Paris (15-19 March), the Kosovar Albanians signed

the proposed agreement. The Serbs, however, continued to obstruct negotiations by

reneging on previously agreed sections of the accords, walking out of sessions, and

fallmg to attend scheduled meetings.

U As the peace talks broke down, the Supreme Allied Commander Europe
directed that a new option separate from previous plans be developed. This option was
envisioned to be a 2-day strike, hitting targets throughout the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia in an attempt to convince Milosevic to withdraw his forces and cease
hostilities. This option was eventually translated into a list of specific targets. In
addition to this dption, planners developed two responses to Yugbslav actions that might
follow strikes on these targets. The two options ultimately settled on were, first, a
‘potential response to Yugoslav forces’ acts of repression against the Kosovar Albanians,
and, second, a response to Yugoslav attacks against NATO forces or countries. The
limited 2-day strike with- its two response options became the basis for new planning
activities. During this time, the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff repeatedly cautioned a]lied'le‘aders that the limited duration options would
" not guarantee success, and that NATO should not initiate these strikes unless the alliance
was willing to escalate, if necessary, and persist until victory was secured.

(U)  Within a few days of the start of NATO’s campaign, alliance aircraft were-
striking targets throughout Serbia, as well as working to provide freedom of maneuver for
friendly air forces by suppressing and disrupting the Yugoslavs’ integrated air defense
system At the NATO Summit in Washington on 23 April 1999, alliance leaders decided

" to further intensify the air operation by expanding the target set to include military-

industrial infrastructure, propaganda-related media, and other strategic targets, and
announcing the deployment of additional aircraft. This led to the. development of
additional target classes.
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C. Target Coordination Process (U)

(U)  The specific objectives promulgated by the CINC were well coordinated at
the political and military levels in NATO and followed the strategic guidance passed
from U.S. National Command Authorities and the NAC. NATO’s objectives were to:

e Enable unhindered NATO air operations

e Isolate Serb military and security forces in Kosovo

e  Degrade combat capability of Serb military and security forces in Kosovo

e Compel Yugoslav leaders to withdraw their forces from Kosovo and cease
hostilities

e Reduce Yugoslav capability to conduct and sustain offensive operations.

(U) During the course of the campaign, NATO developed mechanisms for
delegating target approval authority to military commanders. For selected categories of
targets — for example, targets in downtown Belgrade, in Montenegro, or targets likely to
involve high collateral damage — NATO reserved approval for higher political
authorities. NATO leaders used this mechanism to ensure that member nations were
fully cognizant of particularly sensitive military operations, and, thereby, to help sustain
the unity of the alliance.

(U)  Legal reviews of selected targets were conducted at successive echelons of
the chain of command. Targets nominated for approval by SACEUR received legal
reviews in the field. Targets nominated that met the criteria requiring NCA approval
received detailed legal scrutiny by the Legal Counsel to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff and by the DOD General Counsel. Legal reviews involved evaluation of certain
targets as valid military targets as governed by applicable principles of the laws and
customs of armed conflict.

C. Force Capabilities (U) .

1. U.S.-Allied Force Capabilities Imbalance and the Defense Capabilities
Initiative (U) : '

(U) NATO partners contributed significantly to the military capabilities.
erﬁployed in Operation Allied Force. Broadly speaking, other members of the alliance
contributed about the same share of their available aircraft for prosecuting the campaign
as did the United States. Alliance members also contributed ground forces that helped to
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* stabilize neighboring countries and to conduct humanitarian relief operations. And it
would not have been possible to conduct Operation Allied Force without the use of our
allies' military infrastructure, including military bases, airfields, and airspace.

(U)  Notwithstanding the allied contributions, and overall success of the
campaign, Operation Allied Force highlighted a number of disparities between U.S.
capabilities and those of our allies, including precision strike, mobility, and command,
control, and communications capabilities. The gaps in capability were real, and they had
the effect of impeding our ability to operate at optimal effectiveness with our NATO
allies. For example, because few NATO allies could employ precision munitions in
sufficient numbers (or at all), the United States conducted the preponderance of the strike - '
sorties during the early stages of the conflict. Problems regarding communication
interoperability persisted throughout the campaign. Insufficient air mobility assets
among our allies slowed deployment of Kosovo Force ground forces — beyond those
already in the theater — once Milosevic agreed to NATO's terms to end the conflict.
Disparities in capabilities will seriously affect NATO’s ability to operate as an effective

alliance over the long term.

(U) If the alliance is to meet future military challenges effectively, it must
successfully implement the Defense Capabilities Initiative (DCI). The Defense
_Capabilities Initiative seeks to enhance allied military capabilities in five key areas:
deployability and mobility; sustainability and logistics; effective engagement;
survivability of forces and infrastructure; and command, control, and information
systems. The United States will continue to promote the Defense Capabilities Initiative
and encourage experimentation by NATO's members with new and advanced warfighting
concepts. Successful im{;lementation of the Defense Capabilities Initiative must remain
one of NATO's top priorities — a lesson strongly reinforced'by the Kosovo experience.

(U)  Within the alliance, efforts by the United States and its allies to implement
the Defense Capabilities Initiative can be facilitated by close coordination through
NATO’s established structure, namely the Military Committee and High Level Steering
Group. Review of alliance interoperability challenges highlighted by Kosovo operations

~ could prove fruitful in addressing improved integration of forces.

(U) Figure 4 illustrates the parallels between Joint Vision 2010 and Defense
Capabilities Initiative visions of the military capabilities required to address the future
security environment as seen by the United States and NATO.
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. Figure 4 Joint Vision 2010
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V(U) The term Commori Operational Vision shown in the figure is not used by
NATO; it is a U.S. construct to evaluate current NATO capabilities and efforts to meet
NATO’s 21* cenmry challenges. NATO capabilities will have their own unique
characteristics, and they will not necessarily mirror those of the United States. However,
the more nearly parallel U.S. and NATO processes are for development of future
capabilities, the more likely it is that we will achieve the desired.level of interoperability.

2. Alliance C4 Policy (U)

(U)  The command, control, communications, and compuer (C4) support to
Operation Allied Force was highly successful. = Several important communications
capabilities saw their first significant combat application: use of Web-based technologies
for coordination and information sharing; video teleconferencing for command, control,

~and coordination; and e-mail for coordination and tasking. As the United States and
NATO fielded these capabilities, some policy differences emerged that highlighted the
need for increased emphasis and coordination in the alliance. The Defense Capabilities
Initiative and NATO’s Strategic Concept provide mechanisms to assist in fonnaliiing C4
policies. ~ Intensive efforts in this vital area of alliance command, control,
communications, .and computers will contribute to improved interoperability ,a’nd‘

reduction in the imbalance in capabilities.
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(U)  In particular, the United States must work with our NATO allies to develop
an overarching command-and-control policy and a detailed agreement on procedures for
“the policy's implementation. Additional policy and agreements, or implementation and
enforcement of existing agreements, are essential in the following key areas as part of the
- development of a comprehensive and overarching NATO C4 policy: '

e Collaboration on allocation of limited bandwidth and communications assets to
alliance members

Establishment of network integration training standards for Commander Joint
Task Force (CJTF) command, control, communications, and computers

e Management of the electromagnetic spectrum to dptiinize operations and to
avoid mutual interference in support of the Joint Task Force

e Implementation and enforcement of coalition agreements on network security
e Improvements in timely compliance with NATO Standardization Agreements

e Improvements in interoperability by focusing on overarchmg standards and
architectures rather than hardware

e Refinements in the policy and process of releasing information

e Acceleration of Host Nation Agreement processes affecting extensive networks
of command, control, communications, and computers for Commanders of Joint
Task Forces.

3.  Allied Joint Doctrine Issues (U)

(U)  Operation Allied Force provided a real-world laboratory for gaining insights
into the capabilities envisioned by Joint Vision 2010. Operation Allied Force confirmed
the need for the goal of Joint Vision 2010 to develop force cépabiliti_es that can handle
unexpected circumstances and threats across the full range of military operations. The
Allied Force experience demonstrated the need for forces that are able to adapt and
transition across diverse operations calling for combat, peace enforcement, peacekeeping,
and humanitarian assistance. This experience also provides a potential framework for
assessing the approach to projecting future requirements — by focusing on capabilities

A

and the effects they can deliver — across the spectrum of warfare.

a. Allied Joint Doctrine (U)

(U)  Operation Allied Force confirmed the importance of Allied Joint Doctrine to
improving the interoperability of NATO forces. Consistent allied joint tactics,
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techniques, and procedures will improve integration of NATO’s sea, air, and land forces
involved in activities across the range of military operations. Allied Joint Doctrine
should enable future NATO operations to be more effective and to achieve higher
operétional tempo, and should increase the probability of mission success while reducing

the nisk to forces.

(U)  To enhance our ability to support development of Allied Joint Doctrine, the
Department is currently reviewing U.S. procedures for participating in the formulation of
Allied Joint Doctrine. We believe NATO also needs to streamline its procedures for
doctrine development and approval. Accordingly, the Department will engage NATO in
the Military Committee and High Level Steering Committee to facilitate these

improvements.

b. Use of Video Teleconferencing (U)

(U) NATO commanders used video teleconferencing for the first time as a major
instrument for exercising command and control. Daily commanders’ video
teleconferences were held to review progress of operations, coordinate future operations,
and promulgate intentions. These conferences spanned the chain of command from the
Supreme Allied Commander Europe to the Commander Joint Task Force and onward to
component commanders. In other words, these commanders’ video teleconferences
sparmed the strategic, operational, and tactical levels of command, thus greatly
compressing normal command-and-control processes. As a result, strategic and
operational commanders were able to directly influence tactical operations. Joint Vision
2010 anticipates these phenomena — from use of technologies such as video
teleconferencing — by observing “...higher echelons will use these technologies to
reduce the friction of war and to apply precise centralized control when and where
appropriate. Real time information will likely drive parallel, not sequential planning and
real time, not prearranged, decision-making. The optimal balance between centralized
and decentralized command and control will have to be carefully developed as systems

are brought into the inventories.”

(U)  The ability of high-level commanders to influence tactical operations directly
had positive as well as challenging aspects. Among the positive developments was the
speed with which commanders and key staff officers could perform essential
coordination. One of the challenges remains timely documentation and promulgation of

the most essential substance of the proceedings, such as the commander’s intentions, to
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those key personnel who did not attend the video teleconference. The Department is
continuing to reviéw the Kosovo experience in search of improvements that can be made
in the use of video teleconferencing as a major tool for exercising command and control.
Where appropriate, revisions to doctrine will be incorporated. The compression of time
to exercise command and control made possible by video teleconferencing and other
technologies is already a topic for Joint experimentation. |
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III. FORCE DEPLOYMENT (U)

(U)  The United States has dramatically decreased its overseas basing of military
forces since the end of the Cold War. Consequently, the success of U.S. military
operations around the world often hinges on the combat capability of rotationally
deployed forces already in theater and on our ability to rapidly deploy forces to distant
conflicts or hot spots. For very small operations, a deployment of forces from within the’
theater might be adequate. However, larger contingencie's such as Operation Allied Force
require strateglc deployment of military units from the continental United States or from
‘ other theaters to augment the forces on hand. In such situations, transportation planners
must rapidly develop movement schedules for the deployment of these forces. For
'Operation Allied Force, planners drew upon forces deployed worldwide, including forces
based in the continental United States. Even with an extremely compressed planning
timeline for the operation and vast distances to move, the deployment of U.S. forces to

Operation Allied Force was, from an overall perspective, successful.

(U)  Despite this overall success, however, the deployment of forces to Operation
Allied Force was not problem-free. Although the commitment and ingenuity of
: 'transportatxon planners, as well as the dedication of the men and women responsible for
acrually moving units and their critical equipment and supplies overcame these

difficulties, there is room for improvement.

(U)  This chapter highlights some of these problems, and the lessons to be drawn
from them. Attention to these lessons will allow us to execute future deployments more
effectively and with less heroic efforts required on the part of transportation personnel.

A. Basing and Refueling C}ons‘iderations )

(U)  On 24 March 1999, 214 U.S. aircraft and 130 allied aircraft were poised at
bases in Europe ready to initiate combat operations againét the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia. B-2 aircraft operating from the heartland of the United States augmented

these aircraft.
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(U) By June 1999, the total number of U.S. aircraft in Europe had grown to 731.
These aircraft were based at the locations shown in Figure 5. During that same period,
allied contributions more than doubled to over 300 aircraft. In addition, our NATO allies
provided virtually all the basing facilities, air traffic coordination, and supporting
elements to keep this air armada of over 1,000 aircraft functioning throughout  the
conflict.

UNCLASSIFIED

Figure 5 U.S. Aircraft Basing During Operation Allied Force'(U)
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1. Aircraft Basing (U)

(U) Bedding down and employing such a massive force was vcha]lenging.
" Despite Partnership for Peace, NATO, and other organizations, there were issues that,
although eventually solved, initially delayed or encumbered operations. Avoiding these
problems in future cqnﬂicfs could be helped by the development of appropriate checklists -
to ensure international agreements contain critical host nation support for military
operations plans and contingency operations. Some suggestions for such a checklist’s
contents include: designated‘ points of entry and departure, customs, overflight
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authorization, use of radio frequencies, air traffic control, blanket diplomatic clearances,
basing rights, faéility access agreements, coalition contracting procedures, connectivity,
force protection, site surveys and update process, site explosive material handling plan,
and weapon storage. Implementation of such agreements would facilitate quick access
and assist in rapid deployment, as well as rapid employment and immediate sustainment.
Each of these areas has unique challenges and some mutually exclusive areas of concern.
Rapid employment and immediéte sustainment necessitate more extensive efforts with

customs and diplomatic clearances than do rapid deployment concepts. Base

- infrastructure support for rapid deployment i$ not as extensive as support requirements
needed for rapid employment and immediate sustainment.

2. Aerial Refueling Support (U)

(U) A challenging aspect of Operation Allied Force was providing aerial
refueling support for transport aircraft delivering forces to the theater and for combat
aircraft déploying to the theater and conducting strike operations. Aerial refueling
‘missions were particularly demanding because tankers operated, in many cases, from
bases on the periphery of the theater. There were not enough air bases in the area
immediately around Kosovo to support all the aircraft committed to Operation Allied
Force. Strike aircraft were placed on bases closest to Kosovo, and longer-range tankers
were based at locales farther away, often at distances that exceeded those expected for a
major theater of war operation. Because of the multiple locations and long distances,
planners had to overcome a host of coordination and support issues including providing
support for global attack sorties flown from the continental United States by B-Z
bombers. Another key factor that increased tanker demand was the need to provide

refueling support for at least four combat air patrol stations that were filled continuously,
24 hours per day, from the beginning until the end of the war. Consequently crew ratios

for tankers participating in Operation Allied Force were higher than typically planned.
Many of the considerations mandating increased crews could be confronted in an

intensive air-refueling scenario in the future.

(U)  Although U.S. forces suéceeded in providing the tanker support needed to

sustain the air operation, the Department is reviewing the tanker forces and crew ratios to .
determine whether existing and planned forces are sufficient to meet the two MTW

requirement or other future contingencies. The Department is also investigating our
ability to plan in theater, in real time, for the most effective use of our tanker fleet and is

reviewing options for improving this key planning capability.
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B. Deployment Planning (U)

(U)  One of the linchpins of a successful militziry deployment is detailed planning.
In the case of force deployments, this planning takes the form of an accurate description
of what units need to be moved, their points of origin, their destinations, their size (e.g.,
weight, volume, and number of personnel), and when they are required to arrive. This
basic information comprises the backbone of the Time-Phased Force and Déployment
'Data (TPFDD) that drives the allocation of transportation assets to the units that must be
moved. As the deployment data is developed, additional information is incorporated
(e.g., preferred mode of transportation) to ensure that scarce mobility assets are used in

the most efficient fashion.

(U)  Given the great level of detail required to coordinate a large deployment, the
rapid generation of the deployment data to support a quick reaction operation such as
Allied Force is a monumental task. The quite substantial force and deployment data for
" Operation Allied Force had to be developed in weeks. Further complicating deployment
planning is the fact that the TPFDD is a living document that must be continuously
modified in response to changes in the operational situation. As the Commander’s plans
change, so must the deployment data. This inherent aspect of deployment data
development was graphically illustrated in the Task Force Hawk deployment when
political and operational imperatives required a significant shift in basing from the
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia to Albania. A large portion of the deployment
data had to be rapidly reworked in response to this change. Of course, the ideal of a
“stable, pre-planned TPFDD is never achievable. The deployment data and its planning
process must be flexible and responsive to the inevitable shifts in the commander’s

operational priorities.

(U) We have identified two major factors in Operation Allied Force that
contributed to avoidable delays in TPFDD development: inadequate planning systems

“and poor planning discipline.

1. Deployment Data Planning Systems (U)

(U)  Automated planning systems are essential for rapid and accurate TPFDD
development. Today, many different planning systems contribute to the deployment data.
These systems range from unit-level tools up to the often-mentioned Joint Operation
Planning and Execution System (JOPES), a high-level system that is the primary driver
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for strategic deployments. This -hierafchy of lower-level systems feeding data to
progressively higher-level systems culminates with the global TPFDD.

(U)  Unfortunately, the limited interoperability of today’s systems creates friction
at all levels of the deployment planning process. Among the specific problems are
inconsistent data requirements and electronic data formats that cannot be easily shared
between systems. This lack of “user friendliness” slows data development and places an
unnecessary premium on the relatively few individuals with the experience to work
through an ad hoc end-to-end TPFDD generation pfocess. Unfortunately, the pressure of
crisis action planning can significantly strain such an ad hoc system. ‘

(U)  To improve TPFDD generation, the Department is reviewing the suite of
tools used for TPFDD generation with the goal of providing a more seamless system for
planners at every level. Much has already been accomplished in this direction. For
example, the Transportation Coordinators' Automated Information for Movement System
(TC-AIMS II) now under development, will integrate the functionality of the Services’
existing movement planning systems into a single tool. Taking this integration another
step, the Department is considering integrating TC-AIMS 1I with the Joint Forces
Resource Generation II (JFRG II) syétem to further speed unit data into the deployment
data.

u A related shortcoming of deployment planning was the difficulty assessing
 the impact of Allied Force deployments on major theater war plans. Many assets
deployed to Operation Allied Force are simultaneously tasked for the major theater wars.
Should a major theater war erupt, this engagement in another contingency would be
expected to delay deployment to the larger conflict. From the more general perspective
of deployment planning tools, the capability to track the status and location of major
theater war forces would be valuable. This would help planners avoid adverse impacts to
major theater war plans and allow them to identify any decrements to our senior

leadership.

2. TPFDD-Generation Process Discipline (U)

(U)  Improving the automated planning systems is only part of the solution to
delays in the TPFDD-generation process. Déployment policies, process procedures, and
trained personnel are as integral to the JOPES as are the hardware and software described
above. Additional emphasis is required to ensure all participants follow the established

deployment data development procedures and policies ina disciplined manner. Failure to
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follow proper procedures can result in conflicts and other delays as the system tries to
incorporate inadequate or incomplete movement requests into the deployment data.

(U)  The problem with poor discipline in the execution of established planning
procedures was at least partially an outgrowth of the planning system shortcomings
described above. With multiple planning systems and their assocmted procedures in use
at any given time, there were few policies and procedures that could be cons1stent1y

followed across the spectrum of data development activities. Individuals encountering an
 unfamiliar aspect of the process were forced to inipi'ovise solutions. Although this might
get a specific job done, other aspects of the deployment could be adversely impacted.
The integration of planning systems recommended above will go a long way toward
solving this problem by providing a more unified set of procedures and policies across
the full range of TPFDD-development activities. By ensuring all participants are able to
collaborate in a real-time environment, we can increase the efficiency of strategic lift

planning.

(U)  Even with improved planning systems in place, a better understanding of the
TPFDD- dévelopment process is needed at all levels. For example, specific information is
required if deployment requests are to be included in the data in a timely manner.
Without the necessary data, requests cannot be processed, and the time consuming task of
asking for clarification will ensue. During Operation Allied Force, delays resulted from
errors as simple as failure to specify the desired delivery locations for deploying units. It
was like placing a catalog order without specifying a mailing address.

(U)  Since individuals can only follow procedures if they know what the
procedures are, deployment-oriented continuation training should be provided from the
highest staff levels down to the lowest. As a proponent of the Joint Deployment process,
U.S. Joint Forces Command intends to pursue end-to-end solutions, including process,
training, and technology, in an effort to identify the best long-term solutions to this aspect
of the deployment process. ' ’ '

C. Deployment Execution (U)

(U)  As discussed earlier, the deployment of forces to Operation Allied Force
from the continental United States and other theaters was a significant undertaking.
Because of the nature of the operation, the key aim of the deployment was on moving
fixed-wing air assets into the theater. As problems with the deployment data were

addressed and resolved, the people and equipment of the transportation system efficiently
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executed its tasking. The operation was far from routine, however, and required tireless
efforts on the part of those responsible for the unit deployments. Indeed, in many
dimensions the air operation achieved major theater war magnitude, and hence required

similar levels of deployment activity.

(U)  As was the case with TPFDD planning, the deployment execution system did
not work peifectly despite its overall success. First, a lack of understanding of the
infrastructure available in Southeast Europe contributed to inefficiencies in deployment.
In addition, although in-transit visibility — the ability to track the progress of units and
supplies while they are en route to their destinations — was generally improved over past
experiences, commanders had insufficient knowledge of the status and location of
deploying units and supplies. On the positive: side, the Air Force’s new C-17A
Globemaster III inter-theater airlifter performed exceptionally well, and was critical to
the deployment’s success. The report elaborates on these and several other observations
in the sections that follow. '

1. : Undersfanding Infrastructure Limitations (U)

(U) In Operation Allied . Force, the austere transportation infrastructure —
airports, seaports, roads, and railroads — in and around Albania limited deployment
options and increased deployment timelines. Poor infrastructure conditions slowed
aircraft turn-around times, limited throughput at the ports, and slowed onward movement
* of forces and humanitarian supplies. Such problems can be mitigated to some extent by
an eafly‘ assessment of infrastructure limitations.  This enables a matching of
transportation infrastructure capability to operational requirements. As a result,
deployment packages can be optimized and required transportation support can be more
efficiently allocated. |

(U) In preparation for deployment, US. Air Forces in Europe (USAFE)
~ conducted extensive beddown planning by surveying, preparing, and publishing new
beddown assessments for 27 sites in 11 NATO and Eastern European countries. These
assessments were critical and allowed logistics planners' from-deploying units to reduce
the equipment necessary for deployed operations.  This, in turn, decreased the
requirements for both intra-theater and inter-theater airlift. However, there were still
instances where deploying units brought more capability than required, which needlessly
_increased airlift sorties. It is critical that deployment planners obtain all necessary
planning information on potential%eddown locations as soon as possible. In addition,
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assessment teams should be given better training and more useful tools to gather and

dlsmbutc information to effected units.

(U) In contrast, ground and sea mfrastrucmre capabilities were not assessed until
later in the operation. As a result, planners lacked sufficient information to make
informed decisions about the desirability of employing additional assets such as Joint
~ Logistics Over-the-Shore or of relying more heavily on strategic sealift. Similarly,
planners could have deployed engineers or mobilized contractors to enhance the
transportation infrastructure as necessary. Decisions to deploy these forces need to be
made early in the operation to increase transportation throughput capacity. These issues
are discussed in detail later in this chapter and in Chapter VIII. '

2. In-Transit Visibility (U)

(U)  In-transit visibility refers to the ability to track the progress of an item or a
unit as it is processed through the transportation system. One can see in-transit visibility
at work in the commercial world whenever a person calls a commercial shipper to check
on the status of a package. - While it’s nice to know that your catalog order left the
warehouse at midnight, such detailed in-transit visibility can be of much greater benefit to
a military commander. In fact, use of commercial parcel airlift services on a wide scale
" provided commanders with partial in-transit visibility during’ Operation Allied Force.
Additionally, exploiting commercial services helped commanders reduce transit times
and husband scarce airlift resources. However, commercial systems do not possess all of
the attributes required of a military deployment tracking system. For example, they
cannot ensure unit integrity and do not typically track package contents. |

(U)  Depending on circumstances, a unit’s journey from home base to a deployed
base in theater can take days' to weeks and involve several different modes of
transportation. Without in-transit visibility, a commander’s ability to adjust a unit’s
movement in response to changes in the_operati5n31 situation is severely limited. For
example, an F-16 squadron originally destined for Aviano, Italy, might be better placed in
Bandirma, Turkey. While diverting the aircraft to their new destination'lhight be
straightforward, the ‘system needs to know which C-17s are carrying the squadron’s
éuppon and maintenance equipment so they can be diverted as well. For Operation
Allied Force, this type of capability could have greatly enhanced overall operational
 flexibility. |
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(U) = In-transit visibility also gives a commander a better idea of when forces will
arrive in theater. Especially important is accurate knowledge of when the unit will be
ready for employment. Some current tracking systems list a unit as in theater when the
first ship or transport aircraft arrives. In reality, it might be several more days before the
entire unit has arrived. By solving problems such as these, in-transit visibility gives a
commander a much clearer picture of the status of the deployment.

) Assei visibility continues to mature within the minlitary transportation system.
However, there is still room for significant improvement. A major impediment to
achieving in-transit visibility is the inability to capture data accurately at the source.
Without this data, the best of systems would remain functionally useless. Even if the
necessary data were available, there is currently a lack of adequate feeder systems and the
associated communications support needed to collect and fuse the data into a coherent
picture on the Global Transportation Network (GTN). At a higher level, there remains a
lack of theater in-transit visibility doctrine and supporting policies. This necessitates ad
hoc planning in critical times, and results at best in fragmented theater in-transit
visibility.

(U)  To help overcome these problems, the Department is continuing to place
emphasis on improving end-to-end asset visibility. The Unified Commanders will
continue to develop internal in-transit visibility plans that leverage the technical in-transit
visibility capabilities that are developed and deployed by the Services and other ageﬁcies.
As the in-transit visibility functional lead, the U.S. Transportation Command will
evaluate the need for additional joint doctrine and procedures to link strategic and theater
in-transit visibility into an integrated proceés. Furthermore, the current Joint Staff study
on Information Technology for Deployment, Force Tracking, and Sustainment will
consider technical solutions to the problem of multi-point collection of in-transit visibility
data.

3.  C-17 Performance (U)

(U) One of the great success stories of Operation Allied Force was the
- performance of the Air Force’s C-17A Globemaster III airlifter. The C-17 is the newest
A member of the strategic airlift fleet. Current plans call for procurement of more than 120
C-17s for the Air Force Air Mobility Command. Some of the basic characteristics of the
C-17 are.shown in Figure 6.
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“Performance Characteristics.
Average Payload: 45 tons Block Speed: 420 Knots
Minimum Runway (Landing): 3000 ft
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, (U)  The performance of the C-17 in Operation Allied Force demonstrated the
great utility of the demanding requirements originally established for that aircraft. The
- C-17 flew half of the strategic airlift missions required by the operation. Because of its
small-field capability, the C-17 made the concept of direct delivery (strategic movement
from port of embarkation to airfield closest to final destination) a reality. It was no
longer necessary to transfer cargo from an inter-theater airlifter to an intra-theater airlifter
for the final leg of deployment. In addition to being able to use small airfields, the C-
17’s average ground time was significantly less than the published planning factor times.
'Rapid turnaround such as this is critical at airfields that can only accommodate small
numbers of aircraft on the ground, and is testimony to the design of the aircraft as well as
'the efforts of aerial port personnel supporting the off-load operations.

4. Joint Logistics Over-the-Shore Capability (U)

(U)  The movement of heavy éromd forces by sea would have been necessary if a
ground combat option had been used in Operation Allied Force. Unfortunately, sea port
facilities in Albania, one of the potential points of entry, are rudimentary at best. Because
of this, operations known as logistics over-the-shore (LOTS) would have been necessary
if ground forces had been deployed by sea. '

(U)  Logistics over-the-shore is the process of discharging cargo from vessels
offshore, transporting it to the shore or a pier, and marshalling it for movement inland.

These operations range in scope from bare beach operations to opérations supplementing
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| fixed-port facilities. Joint Logistics Over-the-Shore (JLOTS) operations occur when both
Amy and Navy LOTS elements conduct operations together under a Joint Force
Commander. The scope of JLOTS operations extends from acceptance of ships for
offload through the arrival of equipment and cargo at inland staging areas.

(U)  Executing JLOTS requires a great deal of large specialized equipment. The
Navy’s Cargo Offload and Discharge System or the Army’s Modular Causeway System
form the primary structures spanning the distance from the sealift ship to the shore. -
Landing craft and warping tugs are also used to assemble causeways and move other
equipment. Prior to assembly, unloading the causeway systems requires heavy lift

capability such as Navy amphibious construction battalions or Army floating craft
companies. Additional systems may be needed to provide logistics support across a

broader range of major theater wars and smaller-scale contingencies.

5. Use of Sealift (U)

(U)  The Department of Defense has standing plans for moving forces to major
theater wars. As we have seen, however, it did not have such plans for Operatibn Allied
Force. The rapidly evolving requirements of Allied Force strained our ability to quickly
develop plans for deploying our forces that utilized our lift assets efficiently. We relied
heavily on strategic airlift to deploy forces to the theater, while the sealift component of
the strategic mobility triad lay essentially idle. This was due to the understandable desire
of the commanders in the field to have needed equipment and personnel transported as
quickly as possible; air transport was not, however, mandatory in all cases. The impact
on operations was that it overburdened limited strategic airlift assets and was costly. The -
proper use of all means of strategic lift, supported by earlier assessment of ground and
sea infrastructure, might result in faster force closure in future deployments.

(U)  Since Desert Storm, the Department has épent over $6 billion to augment the .
capability to move U.S. forces in a contingency. We have purchased 19 large, medium-
speed, roll-on/roll-off ships (LMSRs); 10 have been delivered. When delivery is
completed, these ships will add 5 million square feet to the total strategic sealift capacity.
- Additionally, 14 roll-on/roll-off ships were added to the Ready Reserve Force, increasing
its capacity by an additional 2.2 million square feet. Additionally, the readiness level of
the Ready Reserve Force has been increased to ensure its reliability, feadiness, and speed

when needed.
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helicopter regiment (Apache), a ground maneuver brigade combat team, a corps support
group, a signal battalion, a headquarters troop battalion, a military pblice detachment, a
psychological operations detachment, and a special operations command-and-control
element. Had time permitted, it might have been advantageous to ferry Task Force Hawk
from Italy to Albénia by ship. Indeed, much of the logistics support was moved by ship.

(U)  One aspect of the Task Force Hawk deployment was a particillar success. To
accommodate the demands of the Task Force Hawk deployment, the U.S. Transportation
Command, for the first time, gave a theater tactical control of a significant number of
strategic airlift aircraft for a specific deploymént. Tactically, the C-17s were controlled
out of U.S. Air Force’s Air Mobility Operaﬁons Control Center (AMOCC) in Ramstein,
Germany. The command-and-control relationship between the AMOCC and Air
Mobility Command’s Tanker Airlift Control Center was smooth, and operations in-
support of Operation Allied Force and humanitarian assistance were not adversely
impacted. Given this success, the Department plans to examine the structure and
concepts of operation employed at the AMOCC to determine if they are applicable to
other theaters. As Operation Allied Force demonstrates, temporarily assigning strategic
airlift aircraft to theater control may be of great utility to commanders faced with sudden,
large intra-theater airlift requirements.  Theater CINCs should consider creating -
- appropriate  organizations and updating operational- 'plahs to facilitate similar

arrangements.
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IV. FORCE DIRECTION (U)

(U)  In Chapter II, we discussed the evolution of the overall command-and-control
“-structure from separate chains of command and control to an integrated NATO structure.
This chapter describes how that structure was used to direct the NATO forces deployed in
the operation. The specific organization of the Combined Air Operations Center, which
- directed most of the combat operations, 1s described first. Next, the command, control,
communications, and computer systems that supported the operation are assessed, with a
focus on some of the challenges that were encountered. Lastly, some problems of
information interoperability, primarily between U.S. and NATO forces, are discussed.

A. Combined Air Operations Center (U)

(U)  The Combined Air Operations Center (CAOC) was the nerve center that

connected pilots and airbome controllers and directed air operations. It had been in place

at 5th Allied Tactical Air Force in Vicenza, Italy, since the Bosnia operations, and grew
from a hodgepodge of unique systems to an integrated operation. For Operation Allied
Force, its staff swelled from 400 personnel to more than 1,300. Because the number of
aircraft available in theater was large relative to the number of approved targets, the
CAOC was able to schedule assets some time in advance. However, the target approVal
process often resulted in targets being assigned on the same day that they were to be
attacked, thereby compressing the mission planning time available to aircrews. A variety
of intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissanée sources wére downlinked into the
CAOC where operators analyzed information, integrated the target lists, and provided
strike approval. Airborne elements of the theater air control system (AETACS) such as
the airborne battlefield command-and-control center (ABCCC), airborne warning and
control system (AWACS), and the joint surveillance and targeting radar system
(JSTARS) provided inputs and enabled strike aircraft to flex from pre-planned targets to
time critical targets (TCTs). This entire process reinforced the dictum that centralized
control and decentralized execution of air and space. forces are critical to force
effectiveness. A more detailed discussion of operational-level targeting procedures
employed at the CAOC is provided in Chapter V.
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(U)  The Army units assigned to Task Force Hawk were organized and equipped
to form part of a larger land force under the assumption that certain additional command-
and-control and support elements would be present as part of this larger force. After
Task Force Hawk arrived, a Deep Operations Coordination Cell and an Air Coordination
Element were added. This finally provided elements that had been missing in developing
the ground intelligence preparation of the battlefield and nominating targets to the air
tasking order. An important lesson was leamned from this experience: extraordinary
methods are needed to focus collection and analysis efforts on enemy ground forces in
operations where ground forces are not integrated from the beginning, and a ground

commander is not present.

(U)  Future conflicts will continue to require appropriate command-and-control
centers to effectively execute and manage the joint force commander’s strategy and

- execution plans. To be most effective, such centers cannot be set up from scratch. The

development of established expeditionary air operations centers “with shpporting
resources and manpower will allow the military to create CAOCs that can be tailored to
the crisis at hand and deployed quickly. This faster deployment will help shrink the
strategic decision loop while the greater cohesion and training of an expeditionary CAOC
will enable it to tighten the operational decision loop. Such units will be able to develop -
and standardize tactics, techniques and procedures and be more effective as a highly

value-added weapon system.

B. Command, Control, Communications, and Computers (}U)

1. Overview (U)

(U) The comménd, control, communiéations, and computers (C4) systems
provided for Operation Allied Force were unprecedented in terms of capacity and variety
of services. For U.S. elements in fixed locations, wideband interconnection was the rule,
provided by a combination of military and commercial systems. The available bandwidth
was nearly double that used during the Gulf War, an operation with far more forces
committed. One reason this was possible is that the communications infrastructure in
Europe, both military and civilian, is ameng the most robust and flexible available to the
United States in any theater of operations. Additional C4 capabilities were brought into
the theater, even though this impacted other U.S. military commitments worldwide.
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(U) The widespread use of video teleconferencing and other advanced
technologies for command and control and collaborative planning presented numerous
limitations and challenges. Video teleconferencing allowed for horizontal and vertical
sharing of information and enhanced situational awareness, permitting senior leaders
throughout the command chain an unprecedented visibility into, and the real-time ability
to exert influence over, many aspects of Operation Allied Force. It was very apparent
that there is still a need for written documentation and dissemination of decisions,
however. As already expressed in Joint Vision 2010: “Accelerated opcrafional tempo
and greater integration requirements will likely create a more stressful, faster moving
decision environment. Real-time information will likely drive parallel, not sequential,
planning and real-time, not prearranged, decision making.” In order to optimize their
application and accustom operational commanders to their effect on operations, such
systems should be included regularly in future large-scale joint and combined training

. exercises. Likewise, doctrine, tactics, techniques, and procedures must be developed to
adapt the optimum combinations of technologies to corresponding warfighting scenarios.

(U)  Despite the unprecedented communications bandwidth and services provided '
during Operation Allied Force, a number of shortfalls soon became apparent. These are

discussed in the following subsections.

2. C4 Infrastructure (U)

(U)  Although the existing communications nfrastructure was relatively robust, it
had to be quickly expanded to meet U.S. and NATO needs. This was accomplished
" through the addition of Standardized Tactical Entry Points (military satellite gateways),
by the reprioritization of military satellite communications, by leasing commercial
satellite and fiber-optic systems, and by reapportioning the Joint Broadcast System and
Bosnia Command-and-Control Augmentation Assets. ’

3. . NATO C4 Agreements U)

(U)  Although successful in some areas, NATO C4 capability was limited by the
lack of C4 agreements and the need for more stringent enforcement and implementation
of existing agreements. Problem areas included (1) sharing of bandwidth and C4 assets,
(2) C4 network integration training standards at the combined and joint task force level,
(3)  spectrum  management within combined and joint task forces,
(4) network security, (5) lack of timely compliance with NATO standardization
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agreements (STANAGS), and (6) releasability of information. In addition, the C4 host
nation agreement process needs to be expedited, and the focus of the agreements should
be on standards and architectures rather than specific hardware. ' '

4. Joint Network and Information Management )

(8)] Expénding information demands at all levels highlighted two challenges: (1)
proper fnanagement of joint networks that distribute information, and (2) proper
~ dissemination of information (i.e., getting the right information to the right place at the
right time). Increasing information requirements led to network congestion and
information overload. There were no real-time automated joint network monitoring or
management tools at the joint task force level, resulting in little visibility and inefficient
use of critical C4 assets. Collocated systems did not use communications channels

efficiently.

(8)) Managémcnt tools to dynamically allocate bandwidth on demand would have
allowed much better functioning of joint networks. The lack of joint network and
information management tools also severely handicapped intelligence research and
analysis reporting: Numerous graphically intense briefing presentations, reports, imagery
products, and e-mail threatened to overload systems throughout the theater. People had .
difficulty identifying and locating real-time sensitive data. The overwhelming amount of
information also caused severe problems with network file servers, slowing the

acquisition of needed information.

"(U) A joint network management system is clearly needed. The Joint Defense
Information Infrastructure Control System-Deployed has been approved as an interim
network management solution and should be deployed with the joint task force. Current
initiatives to develop automated tools, processes, and procedures for information
dissemination management should be vigorously pursued. Joint network and information
manégemcnt tools will promote greater access to information, lessen the time for data
retrieval, and reduce information fatigue. These tools need to be used during exercises to

test systems and train personnel.

5. Maintenance and Training in New Technologies )

(U)  Several noticeable shortfalls in training on modern C4 equipment were also
evident during Operation Allied Force. In the case of the handheld PRC-112B survival
radio, which both the Air Force and Navy have purchased limited numbers for their
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aircrews, problems arose because most of the Air Force radios were in storage in Europe

and not routinely used by aircrews.’

(U)  Training deﬁc1enc1es in the use of new technologxes also contributed to
security vulnerabilities. Operation Allied Force was the first major combat operation to
use Web technology on a grand scale. Unfortunately, some 1mportant network details
were not adequately protected. In addition, not all computer hardware and software
security features had been enabled.

C. Information Interoperability (U)

(U)  Information interoperability was sometimes a major problem. This was true
during both U.S. joint operations and combined NATO operations. Interoperability
concerns were noted in how information is disseminated (the supportmg Cc4
infrastructure) and how to disseminate it securely (releasability of various levels of
classification). Dissemination networking and procedures were ad hoc, and it was never

possible to present a common operational picture to joint and allied commanders.
1. lnteroperahxhty Between U. S and NATO Data Networks V) (

(U) Interoperability between U.S. and NATO data networks was complxcated
because a single, integrated data network to support dissemination of coalition ‘
information was never established. Existing data networks were not adequate to support
the flow of tactical, operational, and theater-level data among key nodes of the NATO
information grid. The problem was further compounded by a lack of interoperability
‘between U.S. and NATO databases and by the use of different security classifications to

protect information.

2. Joinr Tactical Data Connectivity and Control (U)

(U)  The inability to pass high fidelity digital data was a shortfall in every phase
of Operation Allied Force. Successful strikes against time-sensitive targets require a
rapid exchange of precision target data and continuous precision updates from sensor-to-
shooter until the target is destroyed. However, during Operation Allied Force strike

reaction times were often slow, and diminished our ability to engage time-sensitive -

targets throughoot the conflict. Data sometimes could not be transmitted to the required
location at all. A joint data network was established within the theater, but it was
composed of disparate tactical dlgxtal systems with multiple transmission systems and
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message formats. Information had to be passed through “stovepipe” systems with liaison
personnel fulfilling the functions that should be done through automated mterfaces This
ad hoc system increased the operations tempo, workload, and potential for error at the
joint task force headquarters. '

'(U)' A joint, secure, tactical data link capability such as Link 16 is needed across
all strike platforms to allow real-time data exchange and precision target processing
between sensor and shooter, ‘and to establish a robust common tactical picture. The
'Single Integrated Air Picture is planned to represent the air track portion of the common
tactical picture and should improve battle management if it evolves successfully. The
Joint Requirements Oversight Council has supported the designation of a lead
organization to be responsible for Single Integrated Air Picture systems engineering,
focusing on the joint data network/Link-16 component. Per the Joint Requirements
Oversight Council’s request, U.S. Joint Forces Command will recommend the lead
organization by January 2000.

(U)  Because of the ad-hoc framework, the first organization in theater was left to
set up the joint data network and to solve the most immediate pfoblems Given the
complexity of the operation, the lack of joint and multinational doctrine, and the number
of different tactical networks, no one was able to successfully integrate all these systems
- and maintain an overarching tactical network. As Operation Allied Force became more
complicated, it was obvious that a Joint Interface Control Officer (JICO) element was
needed. The JICO is the only activity that is trained to integrate tactical data systems at a
joint level, but CINCs are not authorized this organization within their headquarters.
Consequently, the JICO school at U.S. Army Forces Command dlspatched its joint
training team to support the operation. The JICO school has now been reestablished at
Joint Forces Command, but it will need to be strongly supported with automated tools
and the right people. The joint requirements process, working through the Joint
Requirements Board (JRB), will be used to formally establish authorized Joint Interface
Control Officer positibns on each CINC'’s staff. -

3. Information Releasability (U)

(U)  In addition to dissemination problems on the data networks discussed above,
U.S. sénsitivity to releasing certain types of information. greatly inhibited combined
planning and operations in some areas. Battle damage assessment products generated by
the Joint Task Force Noble Anvil J2 were classified at a level that limited their use by
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allied forces. The same kinds of concemns precluded any integration of deception
planning between U.S. and NATO information operations planners. Much of the U.S.
information in question should be classified at the SECRET collateral level releasable to

the coalition operation so that it can be effectively used by both U.S. and coalition

warfighters. To the extent possible, imagery and signals intelligence data should
classified “SECRET/NOFORN Releasable to NATO,” and sources and methods should
be protected "by exception," rather than the other way around.

4. Needed Improvementg (8))

(U) ~ To address interoperability deficiencies in the near term, combatant CINCs
need joint and coalition warfare concepts of operations that identify interoperability
shortfalls and define contingency plans. For the long term, the Department is pursuing an
end-to-end joint operational architecture as directed in Defense Planning Guidance 98-3
in order to provide a roadmap for U.S. acquisition strategies. This joint operational
architecture  will also aid our allies and coalition partners in their acquisitions,

‘organization, and training to ensure compatibility with U.S. forces. Accordingly, the

Department will develop a joint operational architecture with appropriate functional lines
to facilitate and interface with the analogous structure in NATO and other coalition
partners. We will clearly articulate system' requirements for information systems
interoperability and network architectures. Once these requirements are laid out, and -
materiel solutions identified, we can proceed with decisions on funding our efforts.
Additionally we need to implement, where operationally viable, commercially accepted
standards and specifications in ways that enhance interoperability between our NATO
and coalition partners. By iemplo'ying a common, high-level system engineering
approach to solve interoperability challenges and ensuring that the end result supports the
established Joint Operational Architecture, we believe we will accomplish a high degree
of interoperability as part of Joint Vision 2010.

(U)  In summary, we seethat interoperability will be the cornerstone for future
alliance participation. With the pace of U.S. modemization, it becomes imperative to

_ease the modernization burden on our allies to the maximum extent possible. The United

States must carefully review its policy regarding licensing requirements for our allies and
ensure, where appropriate, these requirements are eliminated and do not unnecessarily

allied modernization.
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V. INTELLIGENCE AND TARGETING SUPPORT )

(U) Intelligence and targeting support played critical roles during Operation
Allied Force. These assets provided intelligence regarding the disposition of Serbian
military forces and the locations of defense infrastructure, and performed surveillance
and reconnaissance over the battlefield. An extensive array of intelligence, surveillance,
and reconnaissance (ISR) resources were deployed to the European theater or otherwise
tasked to support the NATO forces. These systems were effectively integrated into all
aspects of the operation. The principal accomplishments and lessons learned regarding
their employment in Kosovo are reported in this chapter. ‘

'A. Intelligence Systems and Architectures (U)

(U) The intelligence systems architecture available worldwide to support
Operation Allied Force was both extensive and robust. Several specific aspects of the
intelligence architecture warrant discussion both in terms of unique accomplishments and

needed improvements.

1. Collection Management Capability (U)

(U) In general, a well-managed, multi-source intelligcnce collection system is
necessary to support all military operations. In Operation Allied Force, two specific
operational requirements- made effective and robust collection manégement a high
priority: (1) the need to create a comprehensive picture of the battlespace, and (2) the
need to simultaneously detect and track elusive mobile targets. ‘Because. this system did
not provide all of the support desired, the Department is reviewing the need for
improvements in our capabilities, employment, and collection-management processes to
ensure that we can handle future contingencies. In particular, we are focusing on
achieving time-sensitive operational objectives using an integrated multi-mode collection

systems-of-systems approach.
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2. Joint Worldwide Intelligence Communications System (JWICS) (U)

(U)  JWICS was an essential force multiplier and was invaluable in the success of
the federated intelligence process. In particular, the video teleconferencing capability of
JWICS provided reliable, secure video communications with excellent clarity.

3. ' Federated Target Development and Battle Damage Assessment (U)

(U) A federated intelligence process was instituted to facilitate burden-sharing
'among intelligence processing centers worldwide. This approach reduced deployment
costs while maximizing the use of existing finite resources. The federation process was
highly successful and depended on information sharing and agreements among
participants. It would not have been pdssible,. however, without applied technology,
innovation, and pre-planning of exercises. Also, while technology and innovation were
the primary contributors to success, the shifting of resources impacted the planning and
support for other theaters.

4, ‘Needed Improvements (U)

(U)  For the most part, intelligence systems and architecture shortfalls that
surfaced in Operation Allied Force had been recognized prior to the crisis and remedies
had been programmed. However, the Department needs to further develop and refine
tactics, techniques, and procedures for federated intelligence efforts and to reassess and
size long-haul communications needs accordingly. Planning for intelligence
communications needs must include deployable systerhs and technicians. Additionally,
the Department needs a clear policy and implementation plan to explain when and how
coalition partners can be connected to U.S. networks and, when and how data can be
shared with those partners.

- B. Command-émd-Control, Intelligence,‘Sixrveillance, and
Reconnaissance Assets (U)

(U) A wide variety of ihtelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR)
systems installed on both manned and unmanned airborne platforms were critical to
Operation Allied Force. Because ISR assets typically are few in number but
operationally in great demand, they are referred to as “low density/high demand”
(LD/HD) assets as mandated by the Joint Chiefs. of Staff Global Military Force Policy
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| (GMFP). Lessons learned and issues associated with the deployment and employment of

ISR assets are discussed below.

1. ISR Asset Availability (U)

(U) Intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance assets such as‘ the U-2, Iron
Clad, RC-135 Rivet Joint, and special-mission aircraft were in extremely high demand
during the Kosovo operations. The U-2 (pictured in Figure 7) is a single-pilot, multi-role
collection platform that can take photographic or radar images, as well as monitor enemy
communications and locate the sources of "electronic signals. The RC-135 can also
monitor enemy communications and signals. Maritime patrbl aircraft also provided a
number of important capabilitiesb to support commanders’ ISR needs. '

UNCLASSIFIED _
Figure 7 U-2Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance Platform (U)
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‘ (U)  These platforms are especially critical since they also support multiple -
intelligence collection activities in other areas around the world. The limited availability
of these critical ISR assets will require careful force management in the future.

2. ISR Asset Employment )

(U) A number of innovative ISR system employment concepts and tactics were
successfully developed and implemented during Operation Allied Force. These concepts,
the most important of which are discussed below, should be viewed as lessons learned for
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future operations. (The use of unmianned aerial vehicles is addressed separately in
section 3 below.) ’

a. JSTARS (U)

(U)  The Joint Surveillance and Targeting Attack Radar System (JSTARS) is an
airborne command-and-control system designed to detect, track — and to some degree,
classify — moving targets. During Operation Allied Force, new concepts were
developed for employing JSTARS in a variety of ISR missions and for fusing the data
that it provides with that collected by other ISR platforms. Concepts'of operations for

using JSTARS will continue to evolve.

b. “Reachback” to CONUS (U)

- (U)  Operation Allied Force saw the first extensive use of sensor platforms
" deploying forward while their data reduction and analysis components remained at the
home base. This “reachback” technique was also used as part of the federated
intelligence process to perform timely battle damage assessment as discussed earlier, thus
reducing the number of scarce imagery analysts required in theater.

c. Advanced Tactical Aerial Reconnaissance System (U)

(U) The Advanced Tactical Aerial Reconnaissance System (ATARS) was
employed aboard USMC F/A-18D aircraft in the latter stages of Operation Allied Force.
Although operational evaluation of ATARS is still ongoing, the system was cleared for
use in theater. In several weeks of strike operations, ATARS produced numerous digital,
*multi-spectral images using primarily synthetic aperture radar (SAR) and medium-
altitude electro-optical (MAEO) imagery to augment the imagery and information
available to commanders from other ISR systems. These images were used for targeting,
battle damage assessments, and tactical reconnaissance while maintaining the aircraft’s

complete weapons capability.

d Needed Improvements (U)

(U) The overall quality and level of intelligenee supbort provided during
Operation Allied Force was far superior to that provided during the Gulf War. Because
the Serbs frequently dispersed their air defenses and fielded forces from one location to
another, it was difficult for NATO to find, fix, and destroy them. ‘
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1) Dynamic Targeting (U)

(U) © The Department needs to meet the difficult challenge of rapidly targeting
enemy forces and systems that can move and hide frequently. In addition, the
Department also need to place emphasis on rapidly collecting and disseminating no-strike

target information to avoid collateral damage.

2) Foliage and Weather Penetrating Sensors (U)

()} kDetecting and tracking mobile targets on the ground in poor weather can be
extfcmely difficult.  Further, we should expect that future adversaries will use
concealment and deception to hide their forces. Thus, the Department needs to develop

and acquire sensors for use in all weather and in foliage-covered terrain.

3) Geolocation Accuracy and Timeliness (U)

(U)  The Department needs to improve our ISR sensors and streamline the
targeting process to be able to employ precision munitions against fixed and mobile
targets and to re-target those weapons dynamically.

4) Numbers of ISR Assets (U)

(U)  Based upon the shortfalls in targeting capability evident during Operation
Allied Force, and the strésses placed on U.S. ISR assets, initiatives are underway to

optimize coordination between theater and national assets.

3. - Use of Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (U)

()  Unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) operated as remote-controlled ISR
platforms.  These éystems were used at uhprecedented levels during
Operatioh Allied Force and played an important role in our overall success.
UAVs enabled commanders to see the situation on the ground without
putting aircrews at risk and provided continuous coverage of important areas.
Three tactical UAV systems were employed — the Air Force Predator (see
Figure 8), the Army Hunter, and the Navy Pioneer. As discussed below,

~specific UAV missions included general surveillance and reconnaissance,

real-time targeting, and cueing of other ISR systems.
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Figure 8 Predator Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (U)
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a. - UAYV Employment Concepts (U)

(U)  During Operation Allied Force, unmanned aerial vehicles were used

extensively for surveillance and reconnaissance in much the same way they had been

_used earlier in Bosnia. In addition to using UAVs in these traditional roles, we developed

innovative employment tactics whereby UAVs helped locate and target Serbian military.

forces in Kosovo. By providing target-location data back to the Combined Air
Operations Center, the UAVs helped cueing fighter attacks against Serbian forces in the
field. When employed in this way, UAVs were being used as a component of the

forward-air-control system.

(U)  UAVs were also used to perform near-real-time battle damage assessment to
allow timely re-strike and to cross-cue other ISR assets. ' The Navy used UAVs
extensively to conduct surveillance of surface ships and .coastal areas, where they
successfully identified Yugoslav naval vessels, surveyed potential landing areas for the
U.S. Marines, and targeted coastal defense radar sites. Despite problems, the successful
application of UAVs in Kosovo clearly demonstrates their potential to become a highly
flexible and effective ISR asset on the future battlefield.

b. Needed Improvements (U)

(U)  Although UAVs were used effeétive]y during Operation Allied Force, a
number of technical improvements are still needed to attain the full promise of these
systems. In addition, the Department needs to improve the tactics, techniqhes, and
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procedures that guide UAV employment to better integrate their operations into overall

campaign plans.

C. Target Production Process (U)

(Uj The target coordination and approval process for Operation Allied Force was
discussed in some detail in Chapter II in the context of the NATO political-military
command structure. We now focus on the target production process at the operational
level and discuss targeting procedures within the Combined ‘Air Operations Center and
the targeting support provided by C2ISR assets.

(U)  The capabilities available at the CAOC enabled C2ISR assets to successfully
'tighten timelines that had been problematic in the past. Real-time threat information
provided by airborne signals-intelligence sensors were relayed to appropriate theater
command-and-control asséts, and, in some cases, even directly to strike aircraft entering
“airspace over the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. U-2 imagery was exploited using the
reachback capabilities described earlier. Navy F-14 aircraft equipped with the Tactical
Air Reconnaissance Pod System (TARPS) were also used effectively to identify targets
during the conflict. Navy maritime patrol aircraft also made significant contributions to
the ISR collection effort. The processing times achieved with these assets were well
within the required timelines for the air taskirig order, and in several cases allowed the
CAOC to reassign aircraft to new targets rapidly (called “flex targeting”).

(U)  Space assets also provided important capabilities. Improved weather
forecasting capabilities, enabled by space-based sensors, made the application of
aerospace power more effective throughout Operation Allied Force.

(U) In addition, increased capability was provided both by enhancements to the
CAOC itself, as well as by the application of specific reachback and distributed
operations capabilities. These capabilities provided a major increase in capability and
should be refined and standardized to ensure effective reachback in future conflicts. As
much as possible, these capabi]ities should attempt to ensure 24-hours-a-day, 7-days-a-
week operations. '

(U)  In normal joint task force operations, a representative of the land component
commander (usually the commander of the battlefield coordination element) sits on the
Joint Targeting Coordination Board (JTCB). As such, he acts as the land component
commander’s advocate for targets to be executed within the joint or combined air tasking
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order. During Operation Allied Force, no land component commander was designated,
and the Battlefield Coordination Element trained and synchronized with the CAOC early
in the conflict, but not with Task Force Hawk. Once the Battlefield Coordination
Element and Deep Operations Coordination Cell were deployed with Task Force Hawk,
coordination of Task Force Hawk into the larger operation improved greatly.

D. Precision Intelligence (U)

(U)  Precision engagement consists of the following sequence of events: (1)
accurate target location and identification; (2) responsive command and control of strike
forces; (3) achievement of desired engagement effects on the target; (4) assessment of the
level of success of the éngagement; and (5) reengagement of the target with precision
when desired. In order to achieve precision engagement, precision intelligence is
required. During Operation Allied Force, our precision-intelligence. capability played a
significant role in the employment of precision munitions to systematically degrade
important Serbian military targets. o '

(U) A number of systems currently in research and development would have been
useful had they been available. In fact, if nothing else, Operation Allied Force
emphasized that the Department needs to continue on the modernization path it has
pursued with the help of Congress since Desert Storm. We need to field those systems
that improve precision and timeliness with which we detect, identify, track, and assess
potential targets, regardless of constraints imposed by adverse weather, nfghttime,
concealment and deception techniques, or rapid movement. Ongoing programs such as,
Future Imagery Architecture, Global Hawk, Predator radar, and synergistic sensor
pairing, offer an imprbved sensor mix. Likewise, those areas that contribute to precision
intelligence, dynamic collection ‘management, common battlespace awareness, and
interoperable intelligence systems and architectures when fielded will all contribute to

more effectiveness in conflicts such as this one.

(U)  In addition, improved policies, procedures, and tools are needed to further
enhance the quality and responsiveness of precision intelligence support for military
operations. Areas that warrant particular emphasis based on experiences in Operation

Allied Force are as follows: _
‘e Preparation for crises and the transition-to-crisis by the Intelligence community

e Development of collection strategies that deconflict national policy and theater
operational requirements when necessary
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e Development of a mix of improved sensors with day and night, adverse weather
capability to identify and track mobile targets with required timeliness and geo-
location accuracy in the presence of sophisticated camouflage, concealment, and
deception techniques ' :

e Inclusion of UAV sensor data and cockpit video into the tasking, processing,
exploitation, and dissemination processes

e Consideration of operational targeting needs when developing ISR -system
requiréments '

e Development of streamlined ways to exchange intelligence .information
exchange (to include Web-based collaborative tools) between the intelligence
communities and supported. forces of the United States and its coalition partners

Continued development of capabilities to disseminate sensor data directly to in-
theater tactical forces. "

. E. Effects of Weather, Camouflage, Concealment, and Deception (U)

1. Effects of Weather on ISR (U)

(U)  Air operations during Allied Force were hampered by bad weather a

significant portion of the time — a circumstance that greatly aided the Serbs. Adverse

weather affected target acquisition and identification, increased risk to aircrews, and
complicated collateral damage concerns. Cloud cover was greater than 50 percent more
than 70 percent of the time. Weather conditions allowed unimpeded air strikes on only
24 of 78 days. Weather not only affected the target area, but also the airfields and tanker
patterns. The satellite picture shown in Figure 9 illustrates the extensive cloud cover that
was often present in much of the theater. The key weather-related observation from
Operation Allied Force is that we need all-weather search capabilities for target detection
and tracking. ‘
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Figure 9 Satellite Image of Typical Weath
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er in Kosovo (U)
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2.  Effects of Cambuﬂage, Concealment, and Deception (U)

(U)  Serbian forces in Kosovo employed camouflage, concealment, and deception
tactics extensively. While reliance on camouflage and concealment protected much of
the Serbian force, it also precluded conventional maneuver operations and limited their
fighting effectiveness. Air defenses also moved and hid a significant amount of time — a
tactic that inc<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>